

















Sustainable development—these are two words that planners are hearing more
frequently as people talk about the future ofhow we should plan and how we should live.
And yet, many find it difficult to define sustainable development and even harder to
identify how it can be incorporated into their everyday lives or planning practices. The
articles in this issue of Carolina Planning seek to offer insights into how the concept of
sustainable development can be transformed into practice and how it is being adopted by
communities and government agencies to realize sustainable goals.
Our first article, by David J. Brower. serves to introduce the concept of sustainable
development and provide some background about how it has risen to the forefront of
international discussion. The following articles then describe specific programs and
initiatives that have been adopted or are under consideration around the country to assist
in the effort of planning for sustainable communities.
Given the importance ofagriculture to North Carolina' s economy and history, it is fitting
to begin with Nancy Agnew's article describing the federal government's Sustainable
Agriculture Research and Education (SARE) Program and how SARE is encouraging
revisions to existing agricultural practices. In an article ofparticular interest to urban land
use planners, J. Gary Lawrence, Director ofPlanning for the City of Seattle, details how
that cit>' incorporated sustainability goals into their recent comprehensive planning
process. In the area of economic and community' development is a Carolina Planning
interview with Nina Morals, Joseph McDomick, and Sarah Bobrow, representatives from
the Penn School for Preservation on St. Helena's Island, offthe coast ofSouth Carolina.
Their efforts are focused on reviving sustainable economic practices on the Sea Islands
to ensure the continued survival of the unique heritage of the long-time residents of the
islands.
Ylang Nguyen discusses some of the initiatives being undertaken at the state level to
incorporate sustainability ofall types, includingenvironmental andeconomic sustainability,
into legislation and public policy. The issue ofhousing is addressed next by Allan Rosen,
with an examination ofcohousing as a possible component of sustainable communities.
In the final article, Karen Walz focuses on how planners can reach out to the public,
community leaders, and other local officials to achieve consensus about what form
sustainability should take within their communities.
This issue also contains a photograph ofthe first-prize painting by Jason Cashman from
the second annual Weiss Competition on Urban Livability. Finally, we include abstracts
from some recent Masters Projects by students in the Department of City and Regional
Planning atthe University ofNorth Carolina-Chapel Hill to make planners aware of some
of the resources available from the department. We hope that this issue provides some
"food for thought" as well as useful information about how to practice sustainable
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Sustainable development is development that
meets the needs of present generations without
prejudicing the ability of future generations to meet
their needs. This definition, coined by the World Com-
mission on Environment and Development (often re-
ferred to as the Brundtland Commission) has caught
the attention and earned the support ofpeoples around
the world as perhaps no other concept has.
A great many books and even more articles have
been written about the meaning of sustainable devel-
opment. However, several elements of the definition
are especially important. First, sustainable develop-
ment is a qualitative concept, not necessarily a quan-
titative one. It speaks primarily of what kind of
development, as opposed to how much, should be
pursued. It also recognizes that there is going to be a
significant increase in global population irrespective of
the population policies adopted and that this growth
must be accommodated. Second, itrecognizesthatthe
economy and the environment are not in conflict but
are irrevocably interconnected. A sustainable economy
depends on a sustainable environment while a sustain-
able environment is not possible without a sustainable
economy.
Next, this definition speaks in terms of needs, not
desires. It does not promise a BMW in every pot, and
yet it does not demand major sacrifices. It does,
however, imply a change in values—values that recog-
DavidJ. Brower is a researcli professor in the Department
ofCity and Regional Planning at the University ofNorth
Carolina at Chapel Hill. Professor Brower holds a B.A.
from Universit}' ofMichigan and aJ.D from University of
Michigan Law School His current research focuses on
developing strategies to encourage sustainable develop-
ment and also hazard mitigation policy development.
nize other peoples, other generations, other species,
and the earth itself Lastly, it speaks of meeting the
needs of present generations, meaning people of all
nations, races, sexes, and ages, in addition to those of
future generations.
Sustainable development is what we planners would
call a goal. It is a challenge to achieve a better quality
of life for all humans, born and unborn, in this country
and in all countries. It is not like comprehensive
planning, strategic planning, growth management, or
development management with which we are more
familiar and probably more comfortable. These are not
goals but tools and techniques used to achieve a set of
locally defined goals. They can be useful in moving a
jurisdiction inthedirection ofsustainabledevelopment,
but the means should not be confused with ends.
Sustainable development requires that we consider
the needs of all peoples, generations, species, and the
earth in addition to the health, safety, and general
welfare of the voters in the jurisdiction in which we
happen to be working. However daunting the chal-
lenge, it has been accepted around the world by
countries, regions, provinces, and cities, by financial
institutions and corporations, and by non-governmental
organizations. A solid global foundation for action
towards sustainable development was laid with the
United Nations Conference on the Environment and
Development(UNCED), held in 1 992 in Riode Janeiro,
and the creation in 1 993 of the United Nations Com-
mission on Sustainable Development.
In this country, the Bush administration did not take
UNCED seriously but President Clinton has. He has
formed the President's Council on Sustainable Devel-
opment, which is made up of leaders from the public
and private sectors as well as from the spiritual and
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environmental communities. Here in North Carolina,
Governor Hunt has created the Commission for a
Competitive North Carolina, which early in its delib-
erations took active notice ofsustainable development.
A number of cities in the United States, including
Seattle, Washington, Portland, Oregon, and Boulder,
Colorado have incorporated the notion ofsustainabil ity
into their planning programs. Momentum seems to be
building.
At UNCED, commonly called the Earth Summit, an
agreement called Agenda 21: Program ofActionfor
Sustainable Development was negotiated by the
governments at the conference. The introduction to
Agenda 21 calls it a "comprehensive blueprint for
action to be taken global ly—from now into the twenty-
first century—by governments. United Nations organi-
zations, development agencies, non-governmental or-
ganizations, and independent-sector groups, in every
area in which human activity impacts on the environ-
ment."Underlying the Earth Summit agreements is the
idea that humanity has reached a turn ing point. We can
continue with present policies which are deepening
economicdivisions within and between countries, which
increase poverty, hunger, sickness, and illiteracy, and
cause the continuing deterioration ofthe ecosystem on
which life on Earth depends. Or we can change
course, better managing and protecting the ecosystem
and bringing about a more prosperous future for us all.
Chapter Seven ofAgenda 21, "Promoting Sustain-
able Human Settlement Development" defines sus-
tainable development in terms more familiar to plan-
ners: the overall human settlement objective is to
improve the social, economic, and environmental qual-
ity of human settlements and the living and working
environments ofall people, in particularthe urban and
rural poor. The program areas included in the chapter
are:
• Providing adequate shelter for all;
• Improving human settlement inanagement;
• Promoting sustainable land-use planning and man-
agement;
• Promoting the integrated provision ofenvironmental
infrastructure: water, sanitation drainage and solid-
waste management;
• Promoting sustainable energy and transport systems
in human settlements;
• Promoting human settlement planning and manage-
ment in disaster-prone areas;
• Promoting sustainable construction industry activi-
ties;
• Promoting human resource development and capac-
ity-building for human settlement development.
Agenda 21 suggests a number of mechanisms that
can and should be used to achieve sustainable land-use
planning and management. One suggestion is that all
countries undertake a comprehensive inventory of
their land resources in order to establish a land infor-
mation system. Such a system would classify land
resources according to their most appropriate uses.
For example, environmentally fragile or disaster-prone
areas would be identified for special protection mea-
sures.
It also urges all countries to develop land-resource
management plans to guide land-resource develop-
ment and utilization. To that end, it recommends that
countries should do the fol lowing:
( 1 ) Establish national legislation to guide the imple-
inentation of public policies for environmentally
sound urban development, land utilization, housing,
and the improved management ofurban expansion;
(2) Create efficient and accessible land markets
that meet community development needs by im-
proving land registry systems and streamlining pro-
cedures in land transactions;
(3) Develop fiscal incentives and land-use control
measures, including land-use planning solutions for
a more rational and environmentally sound use of
limited land resources;
(4) Encourage partnerships among the public,
private, and community sectors in managing land
resources for human settlements development;
(5) Strengthen community-based land-resource
protection practices in existing urban and rural
settlements;
(6) Establish appropriate forms of land tenure that
provide security of tenure for all land-users, espe-
cially indigenous people, women, local communities,
low-income urban dwellers, and the rural poor;
(7) Accelerate efforts to promote access to land by
the urban and rural poor, including credit schemes
forthe purchase ofland and forbuilding, acquiring,
or improving safe and healthy shelter and infrastruc-
ture services;
(8) Develop and support the implementation of
improved land-management practices that deal
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comprehensively with potentially competing land
requirements for agriculture, industry, transport,
urban development, green spaces, preserves, and
other vital needs;
(9) Promote understanding among policy makers of
the adverse consequences of unplanned settle-
ments in environmentally vulnerable areas and of
appropriate national and local land-use and settle-
ments policies required for this purpose.
From this list, several conclusions are obvious:
• This a very large agenda;
• Planners can and should play a very important role;
and
• There is an almost infinite variety of things that
planners can do.
But where to start? It would be nice to have a clean
slate, a large budget, and a perfect legislative frame-
work. None of us do. but we do have a lot that can be
done here and now. The articles that follow discuss
some of the creative ideas, projects, and programs
related to planning that are being formulated and
implemented to create a more sustainable future, cp
Sustainable Agriculture
and the SARE Program
Nancy C. Agnew
General concepts ofsustainability have been gain-
ing currency in recent years as publications such
as Our Common Future ( 1 987) and events such as the
1 992 Earth Summit in Rio de Janeiro push sustainable
development issues into the forefront ofcritical discus-
sion on growth, development, and finite resources.
Agricultural practices are critical to any discussion of
sustainability as current agricultural practices world-
wide are considered environmentally unsound. In-
creasing public awareness of problems associated
with conventional agricultural practices and a growing
interest in concepts of sustainable development have
converged to bring the subject of sustainable agricul-
ture out ofthe periphery and into the center ofdiscus-
sion on the future of agriculture in the United States.
Until recently, conventional agricultural production
was never questioned. Rather, its increasing concen-
tration into bigger units and the subsequent demise of
many family farms and rural communities has been
accepted as historical inevitability. Earl Butz, former
U.S. Secretary of Agriculture, will long be remem-
bered for his infamous edict, "Get big or get out,"
delivered during the heyday of farm expansion in the
1 970s. At about the same time, environmentalists and
advocates of family farms began to speak out about
the inadequacies ofconventional agriculture. Environ-
mentalists were concerned about soil erosion, ground-
water adulteration, and bio-genetic engineering. Fam-
Nancy C. Agnew i.s a second year Masters student in the
Department ofCity and Regional Planning at the Univer-
sity of North Carolina in Chapel Hill, specializing in
economic development She also holds a BA from the
College of William and Mary. Her interest in sustainable
agriculture arosefrom her involvement in herfamily'sfarm,
located in Stauton, Virginia.
ily farm advocates were concerned with adequate
incomes and the health of rural communities and
businesses. Agricultural scientists were noting limits to
production despite increasing chemical input.' Con-
sumers joined in, voicing concern about chemical
residues on their food and deteriorating water quality.
In response, the U.S. Congress renewed its mandate
to support the family farm system of agriculture but
added a new focus—to preserve family farms and to do
so in a way that enhances environmental quality and
the natural resource base.
This shift is reflected in the U.S. Congress's 1985
call fora program ofSustainable Agriculture Research
and Education (SARE). Sustainable agriculture had
acquired government sanction. However, any effort to
promote sustainable agriculture should not leave out
the concept of sustainable communities. This paper
discusses the SARE program, assesses its contribution
to the promotion ofsustainable agriculture, and evalu-
ates the program's success in fostering sustainable
communities.
What is Sustainable Agriculture?
American farmers are touted as the best food
producers in the world. They provide consumers with
inexpensive, high-quality food in seemingly unlimited
quantities. Vast natural resources, the technical exper-
tise ofthe land-grant system ofuniversities, and recep-
tive government policies combine to produce this
bountiful harvest. The type ofagriculture responsible
for this level of production is known as conventional
agriculture. It is characterized as large-scale, capital-
intensive, highly-mechanized, and focused on monoc-
ultures and the extensive use ofpesticides, herbicides,
and fertilizers. It is also characterized by an increase
in concentration: 85 percent of food in this country is
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produced on 15 percent of the farms.- These are not
the family farms emblazoned upon the American
imagination. They are huge corporate farms, verti-
cally-integrated and well-financed.
Sustainable agriculture suffers from a crisis of
definition. It is referred to by a variety ofnames—low
input, alternative, organic, regenerative—that do not
provide a completely accurate picture. "Low input"
merely refers to less use of outside materials, usually
chemical inputs. "Alternative" can simply mean some-
thing other than the ordinary, such as raising ostriches
in Oklahoma or kiwi in South Carolina, but it usually
refers to resource-conserving agriculture. "Organic"
agriculture forbids chemical use, but might not make
provisions for water conservation. "Regenerative"
means a system that is able to reproduce the resources
it requires. "Sustainable" implies theabilitytocontinue
indefinitely and is the name that seems to have gath-
ered most acceptance. All these labels display a bias
towards the environment, resource conservation, pro-
ductivity, and farm-level economics.'
Consideration ofquality-of-life issues and sustain-
able rural communities does not usually enter the
definitional debate. The assumption appears to be that
sustainable agriculture leads to sustainable communi-
ties, or conversely, that sustainable agriculture is nec-
essarily practiced in sustainable communities. Neither
assumption is a given. Family farmers and rural com-
munities are not guaranteed their vitality by the adop-
tion of sustainable agricultural practices. Sustainable
agricultural practices could be co-opted by conven-
tional agriculturalists, ifthey choose to adopt them, thus
continuingthe domination ofagricultural production by
large-scale, corporate farms and hastening the decline
of rural farming communities. If the promotion of
quality-of-life issues and sustainable communities is
considered part of the sustainable agriculture para-
digm, then it should be incorporated into the
defmition ofsustainable agriculture.
Allen et al. have addressed this issue,
holding that sustainable agriculture concepts
must move beyond a preference for envi-
ronmental issues and give greater consider-
ation to social issues such as inter- and
intra-generational equity and the whole-
systems nature of agriculture. They offer
this defmition; "A sustainable agriculture is
one that equitably balances concerns of
environmental soundness, economic vital-
ity, and social justice among all sectors of
society."" Expanding the definition shows
that "issues such as farm worker rights and
inner-city hunger are as central to the goals Table I . Key Elements ofTwo Competing AgriculturalParadigms
ofagricultural sustainability as soil erosion and ground-
water contamination."'While this definition isbroad in
concept and reminiscent of the Brundtland
Commission'sdefmition ofsustainable development,"
it tempers the usual disproportionate importance given
to environmental interests with a concern for quality-
of-life issues.
The U.S. Congress uses a definition from the Food,
Agriculture, Conservation and Trade (FACT) Act of
1 990 that defines sustainable agriculture as follows:
"An integrated system of plant and animal produc-
tion practices having a site-specific application that
will, over the long term, satisfy human food and fiber
needs; enhance environmental quality and the natural
resource base upon which the agricultural economy
depends; make the most efficient use ofnonrenewable
resources and on-farm/ranch resources and integrate,
where appropriate, natural biological cycles and con-
trols; sustain the economic vitality of farm/ranch op-
erations; and enhance the qualit\' of life for farmers
and ranchers, and for societ\' as a whole."'
This comprehensive definition guides the SARE
program. It is notable that the definition includes
reference to quality-of-life issues for farmers and
society as a whole.
For the layman, sustainable agriculture can be de-
scribed as low-input, resource-conserving, environ-
ment-enhancing, small-scale, and community-sustain-
ing. These characteristics are in direct contrast to the
characteristics ofconventional agriculture stated ear-
lier. Furtherdistinctions between conventional agricul-
ture and sustainable agriculture have been developed
by Beus and Dunlop. Their distillation of the key
elements ofthe two competing agricultural paradigms
are included in Table 1 } These distinctions go beyond
such comparisons as large-scale versus small-scale,
high-inputversus low-input, and resource-expending
CONVENTIONAL ALTERNATIVE
AGRICULTURE AGRICULTURE
* Centralization * Decentralization
* Dependence * Independence
* Competition * Community
* Domination of Nature * Harmony with Nature
* Specialization * Diversity
* Exploitation * Restraint
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versus resource-conserving. Beus and Dunlop identify
societal attributes tiiat delve deeply into our national
psyche and which seem, interestingly enough, to rep-
resent two distinct phases of our national history.
The key elements of the alternative agriculture
paradigm aptly describe the yeoman ideals of the
Jefferson ian democracy that shaped the nation,
whereas the key elements ofthe conventional agricul-
ture paradigm could easily describe dominant trends in
business and politics during the present era. This is not
to say that the practice of sustainable agriculture
entails setting the clock back 200 years, but it does
high light the importance ofacquiring a different set of
ideals, one that considers not on ly the current genera-
tion, but more importantly, future ones.
The SARE Program
The U.S. Department of Agriculture (USDA) was
mandated by Congress to develop a sustainable agri-
culture program in 1985 (then called LISA for Low-
Input Sustainable Agriculture) but did not establish the
program until 1988. Reasons for the delay in the
initiation of the program are unclear. The USDA has
consistently requested less funding for the program
than has been appropriated. Such foot-dragging from
an institutional Goliath like the USDA might be ex-
pected, especially when it involves an issue contrary to
its major emphasis, conventional agriculture. Despite
this slow start, the SARE program has gained some
impressive ground. A competitive grants program,
SARE has funded i 83 projects with appro.ximately $39
million (combined federal and matching public and
private money) through 1991.
Nationally, the SARE program is overseen by
USDA's Cooperative State Research Service. The
national officedevelops guidelines and distributes funds
but e.xercises little authority. The program's structure
is very decentralized. The states are divided into four
regions: North Eastern, Southern, North Central, and
Western. Each region has an administrative council
comprised of land grant researchers, farmers, non-
profit representatives, representatives ofagribusiness,
and various USDA agencies. The council selects a
host institution and establishes goals, priorities, criteria
and procedures for project selection. They appoint a
regional coordinatorand technical reviewerstoevalu-
ate proposals. Finally, the council makes regional
decisions on project selection and funding. The
program's goals are: ( 1 )to involve farmers directly in
research design and implementation, (2) to promote
partnership between all interested parties, and (3) to
transfer practical, reliable, and timely information to
farmers on sustainable agriculture practices."
SARE has defined four general project categories
as eligible for funding. These are:
( 1 ) Educational, demonstration, or information
projects that provide training on sustainable farm-
ing practices through conferences, workshops, and
preparation of educational materials, and exhibit
sustainable farming practices and systems on farms;
(2) Experimental component research projects
that focus on developing or improving a specific
sustainable low-input method or practice;
(3) Integrated-systems research that examines
synergistic and conflicting relationshipsamong vari-
ous aspects of farming operations and functionally
integrates the findings of research and experience
into a whole-farm context; and
(4 ) Economic or social impact assessmentprojects
which examine the economic and/or social effects
of adopting sustainable farming practices and sys-
tems.'"
Although integrated-systems research projects are
to be given highest priority, component research proj ects
initiated by researchers at land-grant agricultural insti-
tutions are most frequently funded. This reality dis-
plays the land-grant institutions' bias for component-
based research. Land-grant researchers are comfort-
ableorganizing, conducting, and analyzing such projects.
They are also better rewarded for it by their institu-
tions. Notably, social impact assessment projects have
received little attention, receiving only 4.5 percent of
available funds." The SARE program officials are
aware ofthis situation and many ofthe regional groups
are working to correct this imbalance. Indeed, the
Western region's "Call for Proposals" in 1992 was
restricted to projects that focused solely on whole-
farm or ranch systems.
Through 1992, the Southern region had funded 37
projects, second only to the North Central region's 41
projects. Some examples of project funding levels in
the Southern Region between 1988 and 1992 are:
(1) Utilization of Winter Legume Cover Crops for
Pest and Fertility Management inCotton($ 193,280)
[LS9 1-40(44)];
(2) EconomicallyViable Production ofVegetables
in the Southern Region using Low-input and Sus-
tainableTechniques: A Data Base ($76,770) [LS9 1 -
32(185)];
(3) Enhancing Farmer Adoption and Refining of a
Low-input Intercropping Soybean-Wheat System
(89-55-l)($244,883) [LS89-I2];
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(4) Planning Funds for a Proposal on Extending the
Issue of Sustainable Agriculture to Small Farms in
North Carolina, Tennessee, and Virginia ($ 1 5,000)
[LS88-5].'-
A major project was recently started in the Southern
region that has a focus refreshingly unrelated to com-
ponent-based research. The project will involve orga-
nizing a comprehensive analysis ofthe state ofagricul-
ture in the South in order to identify assets and
constraints for the adoption ofsustainable agricultural
practices. This project aims to further define what
sustainable agriculture means for the South by sam-
pling the existing multiple regional perspectives about
the subject.'^
North Carolina farmer standing in a field ofpepper plants.
Association.
Assessment of SARE
In September 1 992, the General Accounting Office
(GAO) published a report on SARE, its management,
accomplishments, and opportunities for improvement.
The GAO report concluded that the SARE program is
"successful in promoting sustainable agriculture, not
only through its many projects, but through itsabiiit>'to
bring together diverse groups within the agricultural
community to communicate and work together. It has
also been instrumental in encouraging research institu-
tions to become more involved with sustainable agri-
culture research."'"* In addition to SARE, the USDA
sponsors other programs to encourage sustainable
agriculture; however, the responsibility for these pro-
grams is fragmented among nine different USDA
agencies. Couple this fragmentation with USDA's
lack ofa stated policy regarding sustainable agriculture
and the result is often duplicated efforts or conflicting
goals.'- To assist in the coordination of activities, the
1990 FACT Act mandated the formation of two
councils, the National Sustainable Agriculture Advi-
sory Council (NSAAC) and the Agricultural Council
on Environmental Quality (ACEQ) to oversee and
coordinate sustainable agriculture programs at USDA.
As of July 1992, the ACEQ had met only to discuss
organizational issues and theNSAAC had yet to meet.
The GAO criticized this fragmentation at the federal
level, commenting that it leaves regional authorities
























certain agricultural commodities". '"The programs most
in conflict with the goals ofthe SARE program are the
commodity programs. Originated in the 1930s, the
commodity programs were basically income support
programs designed to maintain farmer income when
prices slipped below parity. They were also designed
to maintain food security and manage food production.
Although the commodity programs have grown more
complex with every revision of the Farm Bill, they
survive to this day, benefiting only the largest of
farmers and costing taxpayers bill ions ofdollars. "The
problem with commodity programs is that they pro-
mote the kind ofagricultural practices that are in direct
opposition to sustainable agriculture. To participate in
commodity programs a farmer must maintain a base
Credit: The Carolina Farms Stewardship
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acreage in the program crop and not shift production of
that crop off the base.'* This discourages the practice
of crop rotation, one of the basic tenets of sustainable
agriculture, and encourages farmers to increase use of
chemical inputs to boost yield on their base acreage.
Not all agriculture is covered by commodity pro-
grams in the U.S., only major crops like wheat, corn,
soybeans, and cotton; however, it is the intensive
monoculture production of crops such as these and
others that leads to environmental degradation. If
sustainable agriculture is to make a difference in
agriculture production, the USDA needs to address
these contradictory policies within their department.
TheGAO also commented on the disparity between
the funding Congress appropriates for SARE and the
amounts requested by USDA. Congress has consis-
tently offered more than USDA requests. The reasons
underlying USDA's decision to not fully utilize funds
that Congress appropriates are uncertain. It is note-
worthy that USDA did not request funds for SARE for
the first three years of the program. Congress appro-
priated $3.9 million in 1988, and $4. 5 million per year
for 1989 and 1990 without a funding request from
USDA. In 1991, USDA finally requested only $4.5
million ofa $6. 7 million appropriation for that year. In
sum, Congress appropriated $26.25 million for the
SARE program from 1988 through 1992, while USDA
requeststotalled $8.9 million.
As a result of their review, the GAO developed
three recommendations to increase the value of the
SARE program:
(1) "Establish adepartmental policy for sustainable
agriculture and direct the under- and assistant-
secretaries todevelop goals to implementthat policy.
This policy should consider sustainable agriculture's
interrelationshipwith other departmental programs
and acknowledge the trade-offs (emphasis added)
that may be necessary as agriculture becomes more
productive, competitive, and environmental ly sound;
(2) Ensure the active participation of the National
Sustainable Agriculture Advisory Council and the
Agricultural Council on Environmental Quality in
coordinating sustainable agriculture programs, as
required by the FACT Act; and
(3) Recommend that the Secretary of Agriculture
direct SARE program management to provide guid-
ance to regional offices to improve program moni-
toringand wider information dissemination."'''
Another area of concern, unaddressed in the GAO
report, was the small portion of funding awarded to
Impact Assessment projects, only 4.5 percent since
the program ' s inception. These projects, as mentioned
before, examine the economic and/or social effects of
adopting sustainable farm ing practices and systems. It
is likely that projects in this area would lead to an
understanding ofhow sustainable agriculture can lead
to sustainable communities. More projects in this area
would also help move "quality-of-life" issues to the
forefront ofthe discussion on sustainable agriculture,
a concern of many leaders in the field. Fortunately,
change is occurring in this area. A national research
team was formed recently to study how well the SARE
program addresses quality-of-life issues. This project
was awarded $50,000 in SARE funding in 1992.
Additionally, the USDA's Economic Research Ser-
vice is examining the question ofwhat might happen to
the economy and environment if all farmers adopt
sustainable methods. SARE has funded this project at
$1 .2 million for three years. Ifthe SARE program can
address quality-of-life issues in a meaningful way, then
the program will achieve a better balance between its
focus on the environment and its desire to consider a
whole-farm, whole-community perspective.
Research in and Promotion ofSustainable
Agriculture
Sustainable agricultural research, practice, and pro-
motion is expanding across the United States. One of
the more prominent institutions involved in research is
the Leopold Center for Sustainable Agriculture at
Iowa State University. The Center funded $2. 3 million
in research from 1987 to 1990. Michigan State Univer-
sity recently appropriated $3.5 million for the endow-
ment of the Charles Stewart Mott Distinguished Pro-
fessor in Sustainable Agriculture. The University of
California at Davis also has a successful sustainable
agriculture program. Many non-profit organizations
are involved in the promotion ofsustainable agriculture
ranging from the Center for Rural Affairs in Nebraska
to the Rodale Institute in Pennsylvania to Winrock
International in Arkansas.
Here in North Carolina, the W.K. Kellogg Founda-
tion recently awarded over $900,000 to a statewide
partnershipoffarmers, agricultural organizations, uni-
versities, and communities to develop sustainable ag-
riculture at four model sites across the state. The
project is a coalition ofseven groups including the Land
Loss Prevention Project, Carolina Farm Stewardship
Association, North Carolina Coalition of Farm and
Rural Families, Rural Advancement Foundation Inter-
national-USA, Rural Southern Voice for Peace, North
Carolina State University and North Carolina A&T
State University. The coalition will work to change the




In addition to funding the SARE program. Congress
could further promote sustainable agriculture by chang-
ing agriculturalpolicy tomore directly affectthe survival
prospects for small- andmedium-size family farmers. Ken-
neth Robinson, in his bookForm andFoodPolicies and
Their Consequences ( 1 989), has outlined some principle




"Offermore liberal credit for small-scalefmners
;
(2) Fund special research and extension programs
designed to favor small-scale farms;
(3) Target price-support benefits to farms below a
certain size;
(4) Prohibit ownership offarm land by nonfamily cor-
porations;
(5) Eliminate provisions in the tax laws that favor
nonfarm investment in agriculture and encourage ex-
pansion by large-scale farmers;
(6) Impose an upper limit on farm size, or at least limit
the area of land eligible for government-subsidized
water for irrigation
;
(7) Authorize the government to purchase land for
resale or lease to entering farmers or small-scale opera-
tors who need to expand; and
(8) Create local landpurchase review committees with
the powerto prohibit land transfers that lead to concen-
tration of production on large-scale units."
The World Resources Institute has also considered
how the federal government might promote a more sus-
tainable agriculture and at the same time promote family
farms. In the book Paying the Farm Bill: US. Agrictd-
tural Policy and the Transition to Sustainable AgricuU
tufe (1991), a team ofresearchers analyzed tiie changes
needed to protectU.S. agricultural resources andihccsne
over the long term. They investigated two case studies
that contrasted the results of several different farming
strategies m Nebraska and Pennsylvania. Their analysis
led them to several policy conclusions:
( 1
)
"Farm supportmechanisms create distortions that
encourage dependence on chemical inputs and dis-
courage sustainable agricultural practices;
(2) A policy of multilateral decoupling [of income
support programs and commodity production] could
remove the distorting influence of commodity pro-
grams;
(3) An agrichemical input tax could encourage lower
levels of input use;
(4) Adaptations to baseline agricultural policy which
allow flexibOity incropproduction couldgo fartowards
encoiu-aging sustainable practices;
(5 Whencomplete accounting ofon-farm andoff-farm
environmental costs without the distorting effects of
baseline agricultural policies are evaluated, sustain-
able farming systems are economically competitive;
(6) Shifting towards sustainable farming systems can
raise agricultural productivity, reduce the fiscal costs
ofmaintaining farm incomes, andlower environmental
costs."
Policy changes such as these could greatly reduce
America' s expensive farm bill and assist the promotion of
sustainable agriculture.
ing, and implementing sustainable agricultural systems
thatwill benefitrural Carolinians. In addition to encour-
aging new farming techniques, the project should
benefit selected communities by enhancing economic
activity, increasing environmental stability, and pro-
moting community development.
On a different front, research has shown that the
communities of small-scale agriculturists are more
socially, culturally, and politically developed. Fiftyyears
ago, Walter Goldschmidt studied the effects ofsmall-
scale and large-scale agriculture on rural communities.
His 1 944 study ofArvin and Dinuba, two towns in the
Central Valley of California, provides the earliest
analysis of the consequences of farm size on the
quality-of-life for a surrounding community. His study
of socio-economic and town characteristics found a
marked difference between Arvin (atown surrounded
by large-scale farms) and Dinuba (a town surrounded
by small-scale farms). For every characteristic stud-
ied, Dinuba was healthier than Arvin.
Arvin and Dinuba were reexamined in 1977 by
Steve Peterson, a researcher with the California De-
partment of Housing and Community Development.
He found Dinuba, still surrounded by small-scale agri-
culture, to have a more prosperous central business
district and a higher standard ofliving than Arvin, still
surrounded by large-scale agriculture. Dinuba had
more schools, playgrounds, churches, civic organiza-
tions, businesses, andhighervoterparticipation. Fujimoto
(1977) continued work in the same vein, studying the
relationship between quality-of-life and control ofthe
major agricultural resources of land and water. He
studied the complexity of services as an index to the
quality-of-life in 130 towns in the San Joaquin Valley
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of California. His results confirmed Goldschmidt's
earlier findings—small-scale agriculture is crucial to
the sustainability and success of rural communities.
Conclusion
Environmental and socio-economic problems aris-
ing from the practice of conventional agriculture are
occurring across the U.S. The SARE program, man-
dated by Congress in response to problems ofconven-
tional agricultural practices, has legitimized the need to
research and adopt sustainable agricultural practices.
Despite fragmentation at the federal level and a small
budget, the program has been successful at promoting
sustainable agriculture research in the land-grant uni-
versity system and at the grassroots level with on-farm
research. The program reaches the farmer who wants
to learn how to practice a more sustainable form of
agriculture and is creating a dialogue between two
groups who do not usually share the same table-
environmentalists and agribusiness. Facilitation ofthis
dialogue is one ofthe most important contributions of
the SARE program.
A significant aspect of the sustainable agriculture
discussion that is frequently neglected is the critical
importance that the practice ofsmall-scale sustainable
agriculture can have for the sustainabi 1 ity and viabi lity
of rural communities. Farms do not exist in a vacuum.
They demand many support services. A family farm
system of sustainable agriculture requires the infra-
structure of a healthy, economically vibrant commu-
nity. Likewise, a family farm system of sustainable
agriculture can help keep rural communities strong and
vital. It is an interdependent relationship. This impor-
tant link should not be overlooked in future discussions
ofsustainable agriculture, cp
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Towards a Sustainable Seattle:
Good Planning and Good Politics
J. Gary Lawrence
The City of Seattle is trying to shape a future
which is more sustainable on a variety of mea-
sures. We want to sustain our environmental quality
for both health and soul. We want to sustain our
economic prosperity and maybe even obtain more
clarity about the differences between standard of
livingandquality of life. And, we want to sustain our
society—preserve what is best about us and maintain
civility.
City officials have done a number ofthings toward
this end. We have spent millions ofdollars on water and
airqualityimprovements. We have invested heavily in
education. Significantportionsofourtaxdollarsgo into
social programs designed to help people help them-
selves. We have recycling programs that are the envy
of the nation. We have focused on remedying the
problems we create. And yet, most of these things
have been done without community agreement about
what ought to be Seattle's preferred future.
When the Planning Department began doing our
required Comprehensive Plan in 1 990, we thought we
could get to agreement about a preferred future by
means of"normal planning stuff" Sustainability has,
after all, many technical attributes. If we could just
describe the problems clearly enough, we thought,
logic would prevail and people would be willing to
sacrifice self-interest forthe public interest. However,
as we engaged in this effort, it became clear that for
J. Gary Lawrence has been Director ofthe City ofSeattle
Planning Department since 1991. He is a native of
Bremerton, Washington. Lawrence holds a Bachelors of
Arts degree from Central Washington University and a
Masters of Public Adminstration from the University of
Georgia. Prior to his work in Seattle, he was chiefadmin-
istrative officer ofRedmond, Washington.
Seattle, at least, sustainability is not so much a problem
ofknowledge or skill or resources as it is a problem of
wisdom and political will.
Therefore, we rethought the problem and started to
focus on values and aspirations, hopes and fears, and
all sorts of messy human stuff, rather than the more
logical and safertechnical planning activities. Through
a major public involvement effort, we came to have a
much better understanding of who we are in Seattle
and what might make us happy. We then used this
information to define a vision ofwhat Seattle's future
could be. The Planning Department brought forward
strategies based on that vision that tried to resolve
some of our conflicting values. The community has
largely accepted the vision.
The Washington State Growth Management Act
(GMA) also altered the discretion and decision-mak-
ing powers of local governments (including special
districts) in Washington State. UnderGMA, the City is
required to adopt capital facility plans which are
consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. Further, no
other City expenditures can be inconsistent with the
City's adopted plan. Policies adopted by the City are no
longer advisory or statements oflegislative intent; they
create legal obligationsenforceable through the courts.
Once adopted, the plans can only be amended once per
year and amendments are subject to the same internal
and external consistency tests.
The requirements ofGMA were significant, but not
exclusive, in shaping the City ofSeattle's development
of its Comprehensive Plan. In deciding upon a scope of
work and resource commitment, Seattle's Mayor and
City Council decided that the State's requirements,
while difficult, would not prepare us to address the full
range of problems we now face or can forecast as
likely in the future. We decided to treat the required
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elements of this physical plan not as ends in them-
selves, as we traditionally have done, but, instead, to
focus them as means toward broader societal goals.
We set out to use the elements of our physical plans,
in combination with other initiatives, to move us away
from an undesirable but probable future, including
spiraling growth, unchecked suburban sprawl, loss of
open space, and traffic congestion. Instead, we are
moving toward a preferred future for the City and the
region. Our challenge was to get agreement on a
preferred future and then focus the various elements
of the plan toward that end.
Taking the Lead
The City's Mayor, Norman B. Rice, instructed the
Seattle Planning Department to be the lead agency in
developing the City's plan. In doing so, he gave us
broad powers to coordinate the planning activities of
other departments within the City. He described the
process of developing a Comprehensive Plan as "a
moral campaign for the future of our City." His
definition of a successful planning effort was very
concise and very challenging. The performance ofthe
Planning Department, he said, would bejudged on our
ability to "make good planning into good politics."
We started by thinking about what makes good
planning. Previous Seattle planning efforts, many of
which have been ignored or were irrelevant when
completed, have taught us some valuable lessons about
planning in Seattle. The most important of those les-
sons seem to be:
(1
)
It is very difficult to try to answer the questions
"what ought we do" and "how ought we do it" at the
same time;
(2) To actually solve problems you must not just
react to people's behaviors but, instead, you must
understand the values and beliefs that are the basis
for the behaviors;
(3) It is not particularly useful to propose solutions
to problems that others do not believe need to be
solved; and
(4) Having "experts" involved can be a very mixed
blessing.
The Strategy
Taking these lessons to heart, we divided develop-
ment ofour comprehensive plan into three components
with a strong emphasis on engaging a broad commu-
nity spectrum in the dialogue. The first component,
started in 1 99 1 , consisted ofthe Planning Department
staffsetting out to learn what Seattle's citizens valued
about their communities and what they considered the
most important issues in preservingtheirquality of life.
The next step was for city officials and staff, with
public input, to develop a vision ofa preferred future for
the City; the vision was designed to solve the commu-
nity-identified problems in a manner that would be
consistent with their values. The final step was the
development of specific implementation strategies,
which include evaluation tools to ensure the commu-
nity is movingtoward the preferred vision and provide
benchmarks by which Seattle's citizens can measure
our collective progress.
The first step, value identification, was accom-
plished through the most extensive public involvement
process theCity had ever undertaken. In addition to the
traditional steering committees and community meet-
ings, we made extensive use of focus groups, radio,
TV, direct mail, telephone surveys, newspapers, and
other forms of outreach to try to engage those people
whodonottraditionally involve themselves in planning.
In past planning efforts, we have had little difficulty in
reaching that small group of "professional citizens"
who seem to be involved in everything. We have,
however, struggled to reach representatives ofminor-
ity communities, the young, single parents, renters, and
the poor. Therefore, we undertook special efforts to
gain participation ofthese groups, including the trans-
lation ofour documents into seven different languages
(87 different languages or dialects are spoken in the
Seattle Public School system) and recruitment of
community representatives to work within individual
communities. We went so far as to hire high school
students to do outreach within the schools as well as to
translate the plan into "teen speak."
It is important to note that the values expressed by
Seattle's various communities confirmed some things
we thought we knew but also opened our minds to
some surprises. For example, city officials knew that
within our community "environmental stewardship"
was highly valued. We were surprised, however, at the
extent to which the environment showed up more like
a religious value ratherthan as an attribute ofcommu-
nity. Among the Native American groups indigenous
to the Pacific Northwestern area of the U.S., the
environment was referred to as a "thou" ratherthan an
"it." It is much like that for the existing population.
Attacks on the environment are perceived to be the
same as attacks on the person rather than something
that is disassociated with the self
We were also surprised at the extent to which the
community feels that the "American Dream" has been
betrayed and how much our community wants issues




















( 'alues expressed by Seattle citizens.
been raised to believe that anything is possible for us,
if we just decide to do it. We believe that resource
limitations are something that others need to worry
about, and that our children will, of course, enjoy the
same high standard of living that we have had. The
notion oflimits, and, therefore, the need to make some
hard choices for ourselves and our community is very
difficult to accept.
Another surprise was how often people wanted to
talk about "freedom ." Different groups linked freedom
to a variety of issues. One concept of freedom relates
to fear of crime and personal harm. Concerns that a
neighborhood isn't safe makes people feel trapped in
their homes or makes them feel as though parts oftheir
community are offlimits to them. Women in particular
often make choices about the use of public transit
based upon their perception ofrisk in the walk from the
bus stop to home. Ifthey can't afford a car and ifthey
are afraid to use transit, their freedom ofmovement is
effectively diminished. More explicit were freedom
issues related to the automobile. The advertising indus-
try has done a very goodjob ofconvincing most people
in this community that there is a direct relationship
between being able to drive where one wants when
one wants and being free.
The process of exploring the community's values
led cit>' officials to develop "The Framework Policies."
These policies are grounded in the core community
values of environmental stewardship, social equity,
and economic security, and they establish goals forthe
community to work towards in a manner consistent
with their values.
The next step was to identify which specific prob-
lems need to be solved. Cit>' officials and staff used a
variety of mechanisms to identify the issues to be
addressed. Seattle was the first city in North Amercia
to do a ful I Comparative Environmental Risk to Human
Health analysis based upon the U.S. Envi-
ronmental Protection Agency model.
Through this analysis, we learned that the
number one environmental issue our plan
needed to address was air quality degrada-
tion associated with vehicle emissions. The
second most serious problem was water
quality degradation associated with auto
related pollutants and increased surface
water run-off created by sprawl. Noise
ranked third along with indoor air quality.
We also utilized surveys, focus groups,
random sampling, and community meet-
ings to find outwhat was bothering Seattle'
s
citizens the most. Lack ofquality in the school system,
traffic congestion, concerns about crime, loss of"fam-
ily wage" jobs, and environmental decline were the
most often mentioned, with schools and traffic being a
focus at every meeting. As is true for any urban area,
many problems were identified. These were the most
prominent.
We finally had the two products necessary to define
a preferred future for the City—knowledge ofwhat the
community values and which problems they believe
need to be solved. These are critical to understanding
what broad-based political agreements are possible.
Without the broad-based political agreements, i.e.,
community ownership of the vision and the related
goals, the plan would have little relevance over time.
Values in Conflict
To continue to stimulate community conversation
and involvement, to encourage constructive conflict,
and to see if agreement was possible, we engaged the
community in a new debate. While developing the draft
plan and strategy in 1993, we held a series of forums
with the community and the region. It became very
clear, not only to us but also to the citizens ofthe region,
that conflicts in the community's values created sig-
nificant barriers to problem solving.
For example, given the region's development pat-
terns over the past two decades and econom ic restruc-
turing, which has moved us away from dependence on
resource industries, employment is no longer concen-
trated in the central city. The result of sprawling
residential development, increases in multiple wage
earners per household, and an increase in the number
ofcareers each ofus will have in our lifetime, has been
that the automobile is the primary source of mobility
and is critical to the individual's ability to gain economic
security. However, as much as we value economic
security, we also value environmental preservation. A
major conflict exists because the means by which we
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presently maintain independence and economic secu-
rity is also the principle cause ofenvironmental decline.
However, we also realized that environmental pres-
ervation may in fact be the key to future economic
security. AccordingtoFO^rLW^magazine's survey
of the best places in America for international busi-
ness, the City of Seattle and the central Puget Sound
region's advantages in a global economy are: our
environmental quality, ourtransportation system (good
port, rail access to the rest of the country and a good
airport), and a skilled work force. Continued degrada-
tion ofthe environment will cause ourregion to lose one
of its competitive advantages.
This combination ofvalues and problems, like many
other combinations, creates some very vexing dilem-
mas. Ifeconomic security means we must focus upon
environmental preservation, and ifenvironmental pres-
ervation means we must reduce the use ofthe automo-
bile, and if reducing the use of the automobile means
reducing economic security, how do we proceed?
Working through this puzzle and many more I ike it, with
individuals and community groups, led the planning
department to develop a comprehensive plan for the
city entitled "Toward a Sustainable Seattle." More
commonly, the press and the public refer to this plan as
the "Urban Village Strategy."
Urban Villages
The Urban Village concept is the key component in
shaping future growth in Seattle. It identifies the
neighborhood as the basic building block of the city.
The Urban Village strategy proposes to direct new
development to create focused, mixed-use, pedes-
trian-friendly, and transit-connected centers or vil-
lages. Specifically, it is designed to focus growth to
reinforce existing neighborhood centers, enabling people
to live near shopping, transit stops, and where they
work, reducing their dependence on the private auto-
mobile and meeting housing needs for a diverse popu-
lation by creating higher density options. The strategy
also directs public investments into amenities that
create a sense of neighborhood and are shared by
neighborhood residents, protects neighborhoods from
changes that would change their character, and seeks
tocontinue large-scale public involvementby citizens
in shaping their environment and fostering a liveable
region.
The Urban Village strategy, the basis for our Com-
prehensive Plan, is also about behavioral change. At its
core are two objectives: one is to make it easier for
people to change their behaviors by providing them
alternatives which do less harm but appeal to their core
values, and the other is to influence the marketplace so
that people make more money doing things that are
good for society and less money doing things that harm
us.
It has become quite apparent through this planning
process that no set of laws or regulations will cure our
i lis. At the root ofeach issue, be it social, econom ic, or
environmental, are the discrete choices each of us
makes on a daily basis.
Achieving mass behavioral change isdifficult under
any circumstances. Given our values, property rights
laws, and political traditions emphasizing the rights of
the individual, forcing people to change is out of the
question. When pushed, people here believe it is their
job to push back. If pushed too hard, they will put
someone in office who won't push them at all.
For example, using knowledge we have learned
about our community's values, we now know why
people get so upset when we tell them they should drive
less or not at all. They don't hear us asking them to
incur some inconvenience on behalfof societal envi-
ronmental goals, instead they hear us telling them that
the government is taking away what they consider to
be a basic freedom. Ifpeople in this community are to
change their behaviors to meet their environmental
values, then we need to find substitutes for the sense
of freedom they get with their cars.
Getting the marketplace to change its behavior may
be even more difficult. In the housing market, the
developers extrapolate from existing trends and con-
clude that the housing product people want is the
product that they are already building. Even though we
have good housing preference studies demonstrating
that this is not necessarily true, the region's financial
and development interests continue down the same
path. Unless the government can affect profits, either
by writing down the cost ofdevelopment that achieves
our goals and/or increasing the cost of development
that doesn ' t, the market wi 1 1 not change its behavior. In
our country, the needs of the market almost always
overwhelm public policy. And in our region, a lack of
change in housingdevelopment patterns means contin-
ued environmental decline.
So, what are we doing about this? We created the
Urban Village Strategy—a set of policies, strategies,
and investment practices which should result in denser,
more walkable neighborhoods with more flexible and
personalized public transit. As outlined above. Urban
Villages focus on making more compact and less
consumptive living more attractive by providing better
amenities like parks, libraries, community centers,
transportation facilities, cultural amenities, and educa-
tion infrastructure. We are increasing the densities for




Urban Villages are identified and designated at
three scales ofdevelopment:
Urban Center Villages
These are intended to accommodate abroadmix
of activity and will receive most of the future
residential andemploymentgrowth. Thus,theywill
be themost densely developed portions ofthe city.
Hub Urban Villages
These follow Urban Center Villages in intensity
ofdevelopment,with concentratedmixed-use cores,
diverse residential areas, and excellent transit ac-
cess.
Residential Urban Villages
These are primarily compact residential neigh-
borhoods with a small, locally oriented business
district.
Within the remaining areas of the city outside
Urban Villages, locations identified as Neighbor-
.hood Anchors are designated to provide a transit
and service focus for surrounding, low-density
residential areas. In the long-term future, some
additional concentration oflow-density residential
developmentmay be desirable in these surrounding
areas, but provisions for such changes would only
occurthrough a neighborhood planning process.
reducing the development capacity outside the cen-
ters. We are making the environmental assessment
process a public cost within the villages and a private
cost outside the villages. We are changing the uses
allowed within the villages so that, like it was 30 years
ago or so, housing will be above shops. And fmally, we
are increasing the public share of the cost of basic
infrastructure in the villages and increasing the private
share outside.
PlanningorAnti-planning?
Some refer to our Comprehensive Plan as "neo-
traditional" planning. 1 prefer Andres Duany's refer-
ence to our plan as "anti-planning." He refers to our
efforts that way because we are attempting to counter
at least 30 years of practice that has devastated our
cities and spawned destruction of much of our once
abundant environmental quality. And we,planners and
community alike, have done this with the best of
intentions aswe work to "give people whatthey want."
In Seattle, we were responding to every problem by
giving people more ofwhatthey said theywanted (and
often more than what they have asked for). When the
roadswere full and citizens complained ofcongestion,
we built wider roads rather tlian talk about what
alternatives might meet mobility needs. When we
were out of water, we seldom questioned how much
waterwe should be using; wejust built anotherdam or
drilled another well. When we started to feel a little
cramped, we invested in freeways to open up new land
for development. As planners, we have compartmen-
talized our thinking, focused on specialization and
expertise, and, as a result, have possibly lost sight of
life's complexities. We risk forgetting the importance
ofunderstanding the relationships between the physi-
cal form (land-use, transportation, housing, community
facilities, utilities, and design) and the kinds ofbehav-
iors that form encourages or discourages. We seemed
to have lost sight of the reasons cities exist—to serve
the needs of people.
We felt this was not the good planning that our city
needed. Which brings us back to the charge Mayor
Rice gave us when we started the whole comprehen-
sive planning process : "make good planning into good
politics." How does good planning become good poli-
tics? 1 am still trying to figure this out. It is unlikely that
1 will ever be able to say with confidence that 1 know
"the answer." However, some of the key ingredients
have become clear. They are:
( 1
)
Good planning is about people, not things. If it
isn't directed toward giving people the opportunity
to live fuller and more satisfying lives, then we may
be missing the point of all ofthis.
(2) Good planning is about ends, not means. For
example, planning a transit system (a means toward
mobility) without considering the societal ends to be
served may not lead ustoward increasingthe quality
of our society.
(3) Good planning addresses what is, not what one
might wish were true. In order for plans to be usefiil
guides toward problem solving, they must be based
on a clear understanding of the nature of the com-
munity, both good and bad.
(4) Good planning must be focused on success for
the society, notwinning forthe individual. Recogniz-
ing that self-interest drives much of our individual
behaviors is not the same thing as abandoning the
notion of a higher public interest to be served
through our plans. Alexander Hamilton, in The
Federalist Papers, gave definition to our role.
"Why has government been instituted at all?" he
asked. "Because the passions of men will not
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conform to the dictates ofreason andjustice without
constraint."
(5) Good planning embraces complexity, it doesn't
avoid it. Most people want problems and solutions
discussed with clarity and common sense. That is
not the same thing as being simplistic. People's lives
are very complex and they know, intuitively, that the
rest of the world is pretty complex as well. The
short-term benefit to be gained by framing problems
and opportunities simplistical ly are far outweighed
by the long-term costs associated with a loss of
confidence in government institutions as people
realize we have "sheltered" them from the truth.
(6) Good planning must recognize that myths and
beliefs are much more powerful than facts. I have
never encountered a fact that could stand up to a
really good myth, at least in the short-term. As we
attack the problems in our communities we need to
think about creating myths that encourage positive
behavioral change if we are to compete with the
myths created by those who are profiting from the
status quo.
Here in Seattle, the State Growth Management Act
gave us a new impetus to revitalize the planning
process. As noted by Mayor Norman B. Rice in his
letter at the beginning of An Issues Guide to the
Mayor 's Recommended Comprehensive Plan, "the
planning process has become a vehicle for us to make
basic choices about how we can achieve our funda-
mental goals." The Seattle City Council adopted a
comprehensive plan, "Toward a Sustainable Seattle"
on July 25, 1994. There is not unanimity over the
preferred future we have chosen or over the strategies
we are going to use to achieve that future, but a vast
majority support the decisions made. We know that
things will change and the plan will need to adapt to
those changes as new information becomes available.
But, we now have a goal ofsustainability and, with that
goal, we can harness our resources to help make
Seattle an even better city, cp
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Sustaining Traditional Sea Island
Communities
A Carolina Planning interview with representatives of the Sea Islands Preservation Project,
St. Helena Island, South Carolina, March 1994.
Nina Morais, Joseph McDomick, and Sarah Bobrow
he Sea Islands off the coast of South Carolina
and Georgia are being overtaken by rapid, poorly
planned development. One casualty is the islands'
fragile environment. Another is the islands' unique
African-American culture. Sprawling suburbs and
exclusive resort "plantations" are quickly displacing
the islands' vulnerable black communities. For Sea
Island blacks [known as the Gu I lah], whose distinctive
language, music, cuisine, and crafts make them the
most African ofall African-Americans, the process of
development has rightly been called 'cultural geno-
cide'.
"Preservation efforts on the Sea Islands can best be
understood in light oftheregion'suniquehistory. Just
after the Civil War, St. Helena and several other
islands in South Carolina were the only place in the
South where large numbers of former slaves were
able to purchase land. To former slaves, land meant
j ust compensation for centuries ofunpaid labor. It also
Nina Morais is the Project Director of tlie Sea Islands
Preservation Project. She formerly worked as an orga-
nizer in minority communities for the NAACP Legal De-
fense Fund. Ms. Morais has a law degreefrom Yale Univer-
sity anda masters degree in historyfrom Harvard Univer-
sity. Joseph McDomick is the Program Director for the
Project. He has workedfor Penn Center since 1 964, spe-
cializing in black land retention. He is also a Beaufort
County Magistrate. Mr. McDomick received a B.S. from
Southern University in agricultural education. Sarah
Bobrow is the Economic Development Coordinatorfor the
Project. She is aformer economic development planner,
community' organizer, fundraiser, and lender for indig-
enous communities producing goods that add value to
natural resources. Ms. Bobrow received her masters de-
gree in community andregionalplanningfrom the Univer-
sit)' ofNew Mexico.
meant some measure ofeconomic independence, and
therefore some measure of genuine freedom. Black
landownership, with its echoes ofjustice and freedom,
soon spread throughout the Sea Islands. For the next
century, isolated from the mainland, island residents
wove African and American influences into a colorful,
distinctive language and culture.
"Over the last several decades, however. Sea
Island communities have been struggling to survive. A
number of islands are now exclusive resorts, others
are becoming suburbs, and all are subject to the
cancerous growth of multi-lane highways and com-
mercial strips. This development has taken a severe
toll on the islands' fragile ecology: nearly halfofSouth
Carolina's shellfish beds are now closed due to pol-
luted runoff In addition, native islanders are often
forced to sell family land against their will. They are
also increasingly unable to pursue traditional occupa-
tions, like oystering or basket-weaving, that depend on
clean water and ready access to natural resources.
"Developers argue that, in exchange, the islanders
now have more economic opportunities. For most
people this is simply not true. Between 1980 and 1990,
for every job taken by an African-American on the
South Carolina coast, five to six new jobs went to
whites. In 1990, the income of African Americans on
islands affected by resort development was still about
one third that of whites. It is perfectly clear that those
who pay the steepest price for development have
virtually nothingto gain."'
In light of the above, the Sea Islands Preservation
Project was initiated in 1 992 to sustain the traditional
Sea Island communities. The following interview with
Project staff was conducted by Carolina Planning
editor Kirsten Springer in March 1 994.
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Carolina Planning: What is the Sea Islands Pres-
ervation Project?
Nina Morals: The Project is a collaboration among
three organizations: the Penn Center, the South Caro-
lina Coastal Conservation League, and the Neighbor-
hood Legal Assistance Program. Penn Center was
founded during the Civil War as the first school for
freed blacks and carries with it a history of pride, self
reliance, and self determination. Its mission has al-
ways been to help the black community control its own
destiny. This Project continues in that spirit. In many
ways we are recapturing the history of 130 years and
we are lucky to have Penn Center as a foundation on
which to build.
The South Carolina Coastal Conservation League
(SCCCL) is the second partner in this collaboration. It
is a rapidly growing, relatively new environmental
advocacy group which is addressing many environ-
mental issues on the coast, from water qual ity to forest
management. SCCCL has decided to focus on land
use planning because they believe that the single most
serious threat to the environment on the coast is poorly
planned sprawled development. Sprawl affects the
quality ofthe air and water as well as the affordability
of housing. The third partner is the Neighborhood
Legal Assistance Program which assists and super-
vises the Project on legal matters.
The first step in the Project was to start a school, the
Penn School for Preservation, to familiarize commu-
nity activists and key local government officials with
environmental and community economic development
principles, and to teach leadership skills. Twenty-five
ofthe 40 participants are local community leaders, ten
are community leaders from other communities in
South Carol ina and Georgia, and five are local planning
staff and council members. One-third of the curricu-
lum is devoted to land use planning and we are
exploring a number of tools, such as extremely low
density zoning, cluster zoning, and sewer service
boundaries. One-third ofthe curriculum is devoted to
community economic development, geared towards
cultural and environmental preservation and one third
ofthecurriculum is leadershipskill-building. Although
many ofthe people on the island are deeply concerned
about preservation, they may lack certain skills, such
as public speaking and negotiation, that enable them to
be effective political actors.
The schoofs twelve-day program is taught on
weekends over the course of five months. The pro-
gram has taken off and the participants are eager to
come back to the school. Each student is working in
one of eight homework groups. Most of the eight
groups are investigating sustainable development strat-
egies. For example, if St. Helena's Island is to survive
as a rural place, agriculture must be easier for small
farmers. One group is tackling that issue and has
chosen to focus on the restoration of an old cannery
and the restoration of a building up the road from the
Penn Center which we hope will be used for fresh
local produce and for local preserved foods. The
opening of a cannery and market would also increase
the viability of small farms and fishing businesses on
the Island.
Another homework group is working on zoning. St.
Helena Island's zoning will be revised this year under
state law. The zoning group has been working to
outline the tools they want used. The two goals of the
zoning group are to preserve the rural character ofthe
Island and to preserve the character of the commer-
cial area known as the "Corner Community". We are
beginning to work on what wi 1 1 be a long-term effort to
restore many of the buildings in that community and
transform it into acenter for sustainable development.
Each building will contain somethingthat increases the
capacity ofthe community members to make a living
while preserving the culture and environment.
The second program area is Legal Education and
Assistance. This area was established to respond to
the problem that many native landowners are losing
their land because they do not understand their legal
rights. My colleague, Joe McDomick, works with
native landowners individually and gives workshops
on strategies for retaining their land. In 1993, for
example, he held 550 counseling sessions with local
people, assisting a significant segment of St. Helena's
population of5,400.
The third program area is Sustainable Economic
Development.
Sarah Bobrow: We are in the planning stages of
establishing a community development corporation
(CDC) that will seed other efforts.
NM: We are planning to restore the cannery and
start an agricultural cooperative. Also, following mod-
els now in place across the country, we hope to open
a folk art center where people will be trained in
vanishing sea island crafts. The center would also
serve as a market for the crafts. Other such centers
employ approximately 700 people. These are our long-
term goals. In the next year, we hope to determine the
staff and financing structure needed to start some of
these projects. The community development corpora-
tion will be the vehicle for raising money and training
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people in entrepreneurial skills. We are also investi-
gating acquiring and/or renovating several of the
buildings in the Corners Community. Once we have
the structure in place, we will be able to start some of
the specific business projects.
SB: The CDC will also have a micro-loan fund for
start-up businesses. The loans would be used to help
people create the kind of businesses that can be used
in the outlets being opened. For example, concerning
the food processing facility, people would use loan
funds to purchase equipment upfront and when the
equipment was sold, the loan would be paid back. The
loan fund would be targeted at value-added businesses
—to add value to the resources here, agriculture and
crafts. Once the food processing facility is up and
running, we hope to have a licensed kitchen to be used
cooperatively for bottlingjarring, and canning seafoods
such as smoked oysters, smoked clams, and seafood
sauce. The possibilities are endless.
NM: Once you have an economy that depends on
the natural resource base, it is much easier to make
political arguments for protecting that base. Through
the Penn School for Preservation, we are attempting
to envision a future for St. Helena which has a
somewhat different economy than the sea islands that
have been overtaken by suburban or resort develop-
ment. Our political arguments for changing the zoning
to preserve the agricultural character will be strength-
ened ifwehaveaviableeconomybased on small scale
farming. This is one piece to the puzzle.
The fourth program area is Policy Reform and
Coalition Building. Policy reform includes everything
else we do. Currently, we are reevaluating the zoning
on St. Helena Island and nearby Lady's Island. One
issue we are working on is the state's agricultural use
exemption. A bill is before the state legislature which
would dramatically restrict the agricultural use ex-
emption which offers a lower tax rate for people using
their land for agricultural purposes. The exemption
allows people who want to farm their land or grow
timberto do so without being taxed at the market value
for their property, which can bever>'high ifyou live on
an island such as Hilton Head. This allows small
farmers to remain on their land although they are cash
poor. Most states have an agricultural use exemption:
however. South Carolina is attempting to exclude
small landowners from the exemption. They would be
taxed for the market value of their property if the bill
passes. Although the purpose of the bill is to save the
state money, passage would have devastating conse-
quences for small farmers. Therefore, we are talking
with state legislators and we are giving them basic
information so they understand the bill would not
accomplish its intended purpose, and it would make it
impossible for some small farmers to remain on their
land.
CP What type of zoning are you advocating*^
NM: At this point, we have a list of tools and 40
people who are excited about seeing this transpire.
There is a long and arduous political process of
building allies that we are about to embark on, and, for
us to settle on a very specific plan would be counter-
productive. We need to make compromises with the
people who have interests overlapping with our own.
The count}' will review our vision in the fall . Until then,
we will be identifying allies and negotiating to deter-
mine what we can get. Currently, most ofthe Island is
zoned two units per acre. This type ofzoning is called
a "residential agricultural district"'. However, there is
nothing agricultural about this t^pe of zoning. It is a
welcome mat for suburban development. As currently
zoned, the Island could hold 90.000 people. The cur-
rent population is approximately 5,000 people. Along
the South Carolina Coast, there is no agricultural
preservation district or open space cluster zoning.
These are the tools that have been used successfully
in other communities, for example, rural communities
in Maryland and Virginia that do not want to become
suburbs of Washington, D.C. However, these com-
munities are predominantly white, well-educated com-
munities that have availed themselves of these tools.
What is interesting here is we have people with little
formal education, but they understand the issue per-
fectly well and they know what they want for their
community'. We think we will have success here.
SB: Along with zoning, there are other tools to
preservethe land, for example, land trusts. We expect
that a land trust on St. Helena would buy an easement
on the land. It is possible to stipulate in the easement
the type of farming that can be done on the land to
ensure that the land is being farmed sustainably.
Whether such a stipulation would be used would be
decided by the residents over time.
NM: We will be looking into a variet\' ofpurchase
strategies. These type of strategies would ultimately
require government funding. We will be working with
the count\' on these issues when we go through the
zoning process. This is a decade-long plan. St. Helena
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Participants in the Penn Schoolfor Preservation get excited about zoning:
Credit: John Barton.
Rev. Ervin Greene, Mr. Barry Augustin, Ms. Sara Wilson.
Island could become a national model for a sustainable
community.
Joseph McDomick: We have a lot of people in
the Penn School for Preservation that have only a
vague idea about whatzoning is. In class, students take
a piece of property, consider it, and decide how they
would like to see it zoned. The students actually plan
out the use of a piece of property. They have never
done that before.
NM: Many Island residents have a strong gut sense
that they love their community and they want to see it
preserved, but they may not be fully equipped to
achieve their goal. Once you start learning the terms
and you start learning what other communities have
done to preserve themselves, you can go into, for
example, your county council and requestthat specific
actions be taken and explain what other communities
are doing. What the School is all about is making its
students more effective political actors. They have
never lacked for enthusiasm or clarity of what they
wanted. What they have lacked is some of the termi-
nology, and an awareness of how to achieve their
goals. That is what we give the students.
SB: The projects the students have selected have
played into that because they are starting to dream
about what they want to create, and that adds to their
wanting to ensure that it is going to be able to happen.
At the last session ofthe school we are going to decide
which projects we will start with, and the first will be
the CDC. People are behind their ideas and they want
to see them carried through. That adds an extra
impetus to all the planning.
CP: How is the Project funded?
NM: We are currently funded by a dozen private
foundations. But now that we are moving into eco-
nomic development, we hope to receive funding from
government sources, and possibly from corporate
sponsors.
SB: We are applying for funding under one of
Clinton's new initiatives, the Enterprise Communities
and Empowerment Zones Program. If awarded an
Enterprise Community designation, we would receive
three million dollars. The idea behind the Program is to
put in place community-based planning; the basis of
the application is a strategic plan that is to come from
the community. In addition, sustainable development is
oneofthekeyprinciplesoftheinitiative.lt isexciting
that the government is advocating this type ofplanning
and this kind of process. It will get people who don't
do community-based planning to think about it. We are
a small area so that will hurt our chances but we will
emphasize the fact that we are attempting to establish
a model here that can be replicated on other sea
islands. In addition, we will be applying for funding
through ISTEA for enhancements of some of the
buildings in theCornerCommunity.Weare requesting
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moneytorenovatethebuildingthat will be used forthe
agricultural co-op and marketing outlet, which was the
first African-American agricultural co-op in the state.
CP: What is unique about the Gullah culture you are
trying to preserve?
NM: The Gullah are among the most spiritual
people in the world; they make among the most
beautiful music in the world; and their values offamily
and community are most probably like none other you
will find in this country. Their relation to the natural
world is different than modem America's. We have
much to learn from them. It is worth working to
preserve.
As a personal matter, I think it is vital to preserve
cultures which are different from mainstream Ameri-
can culture because most ofus are fairly similarto one
another. I would say the same thing for Native Ameri-
can cultures, Quakers, Amish people, and other small
societies that have survived in America. These are
great gifts to us in the late twentieth century; if we
eliminate them as cultures, we will have nothing left as
a contrast to ourselves.
JM: The language, the people, the food are what
makes the area unique. This is probably the closest
connection you are going to find anywhere in America
to Africa. People here have tried to maintain their
African heritage: close-knit families, older people
seeingafter the younger kids, traditional foodsyou find
in Africa, and most of all their language, the rolling
sounds that most folks don't understand. People say
"that's bad English."
CP: Are you aware ofsimilar efforts in sustainable
development?
NM: There are very few other projects in the
country that we have found that are doing anything
remotely like this. One of them is the Conservation
Fund's project in Tyrell County, North Carolina. It
bears a strong resemblance to this project. Another is
located on the eastern shore ofVirginia and the Nature
Conservancy is involved with it. Another is in Willapa
Bay, Washington, pioneered by an organization called
Ecotrust.
Right now we are dream ing. The only thing we have
up and running is the school . The best part is on Sunday
mornings, when community members come in and
lead devotional services before the regular classes to
get people in the spirit, reading scripture, praying, and
singing spirituals. It gets people excited. If you are
going to dream this big, you have to have a lot of faith.
What powers the school is not only a sense ofpurpose
and clarity about where we wart to go, but faith that
we are going to get there together.
CP: How did you get started?
NM: As you can imagine, this is not the first time
exciting things have happened at Penn Center. The
Civil War was one period oftime when the eyes ofthe
nation were on this Island, as were the 1960"s.
JM: During the 1960's, people were looking for
leadership, especially at the local level; they were
saying "you have always been out there leading us."
So, we started running a community development
training program. We brought in people from eight
states and taught them here for seven weeks through
intensive classroom-type training. Then we went back
with them to their local communities for seven weeks
to help them organize. Also, Rev. Dr. Martin Luther
King, Jr. and his group would come here each year and
hold theirtraining and planning sessions. The midwife
training institute also held its annual workshops here.
NM: The reason the Penn School for Preservation
is working is because it is sitting on top of 130 years of
extraordinary history, and people in the school know
that history. People here believe they are going to
make history, and ifthey believe it, they will, they have
before.
JM:Duringthe 1960's people were protesting, and
organizing and picketing. People wanted to be in-
volved. The only way they could make people listen
was to go out and picket the welfare office, picket the
Piggly Wiggly, picket the department stores. We tried
to help people to understand that they have a right to
be involved. We continue to do that. But we are doing
it from a different perspective: planning and zoning.
This is very important. Back then we didn'tthink about
those kind of things. But now it is a new era and we
have changed our strategy. We know we are losing
land; we've been talking about that for 20 plus years.
We need to try to preserve it, retain it. But how do we
make it work? This is what people are talking about at
the school. CP
Note
' Sea Island Preservation Project. January 1994.
State Models for Sustainable Development
Ylang Nguyen
Communities througiiout tiie United States and
around the world are taking a new approacii
toward solvingtheireconomic, environmental, social,
and financial problems. Instead ofassigning problems
to isolated parts ofgovernment, the issues are increas-
ingly being explored in an integrated manner, bringing
together all concerned departments. Instead of maxi-
mizing current consumption with extractive, polluting
industries and impersonal, inefficient governments,
communities are striving to transform themselves to
prosper in the long-run. It begins with the bringing
together of all interests—business, government, envi-
ronmental, labor, and public—to find new ways to
operate which meet the needs of both the present and
future generations.
In 1972, the United Nations held the Stockholm
Conference on Human Environment, which recog-
nized the need for sustainable development. Subse-
quently, the United Nations formed the Environment
Protection Commission, resulting in discussions con-
cerning environmental protection and resource man-
agement on both the international and national levels.
But it has only been in the past five years that the
United States has witnessed solid advances towards
fulfilling sustainable development goals. In particular,
following the release ofAgenda 21 from the United
Nations Conference on Environment and Develop-
ment held in Rio de Janeiro in June 1992, President
Ylang Nguyen was a Research Assistant, researching sus-
tainable development issues at the Centerfor Policy Alter-
natives in Washington, DC. duringthesummer of1994. She
currently attends McGill University and volunteers with
the Quebec Public Interest Research Group. She wishes to
thank Tyson Roberts, whose work helped tremendously
with this project.
Clinton established the President's Council on Sustain-
able Development (PCSD) in 1993. Consequently,
sustainable development has become an increasingly
visible policy priority fornearly all levelsofgovernment
in the United States.
Aside from the formation of the PCSD, little has
happened in the area ofsustainable development at the
federal level; rather, the states have begun to pave the
way for innovative sustainable development initiatives
and policies. However, in order for states to create a
successful sustainable development plan which will
evolve into solid policy, there are some fundamental
steps which must be followed. Unfortunately, all too
often one or more ofthese steps is neglected, resulting
in an ineffective, noncomprehensive strategy. But
what is required of a successful sustainable develop-
ment plan? While there are no hard and fast rules, and
while there is no one perfect plan, some elements
remain essential .This article seeks to address all those
challenges which present themselves to states devel-
oping sustainability strategies. Fourstates, Minnesota,
Kentucky, Maine, and Virginia, have enthusiastically
taken on the chal lenges; consequently, they have made
significant advances in creating a sustainable future
for their state. Nevertheless, although leaders in sus-
tainable development, these states, as well as others,
need to accomplish much more in order to achieve
sustainability.
A State-Level Model for Sustainable
Development
First, people must recognize that if conventional
indicators ofeconomic growth, such as consumption
and spending, continue to be used and desired, the
quality of life ofall beings will be compromised in the
long-run. People must realize that the need for inte-
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gratingeconomic development, environmental protec-
tion, and social needs is an immediate and urgent one.
Education and understanding remain a crucial step in
meetingthis need and many states have willingly taken
up the task, as evidenced by the increasing number of
states hosting conferences in hopes of raising aware-
ness and building consensus on the issue. However,
some of these conferences are composed solely of
government leaders and experts in the private sector.
Without the full understanding and support of all the
interested parties, including the general public, the
challenge of achieving sustainable development be-
comes more difficult.
The next step involves researching the environmen-
tal, economic, and social conditions of each state to
determine its needs. Is the consumption of natural
resources exceeding replenishment? What are the
levels of air, soil, and water quality? Is a particular
community overly dependent on a single industry?
Rural states which use extensive irrigation systems
and a large quantity ofchemical fertilizers have differ-
ent needs than heavily populated states which experi-
ence chronic transportation problems. Thus, in order
for a state to develop a comprehensi\ e strateg\ , it must
understand its present and be able to anticipate its
future.
Concurrent with this research, a state should begin
formulating its vision towards sustainability. This vision
will generate and prioritize specific goals and develop
timetables in which to achieve them. All issues, envi-
ronmental, economic, and social, as well as educa-
tional, must be integrated. In addition to serving as an
educational tool, state conferences have proven to be
fairly effective in formulating a vision and recommen-
dations which reflect the needs and wants of all
parties. Round table formats have also had success in
bringing all interested parties into the discussion.
An on-going outreach mechanism, providing both
background about sustainable development and up-
dates of state activity, should be in place and easily
accessible to the public. Education and full participa-
tion ofall people provide the needed support, research
provides the data, and a vision provides definite goals,
but all this is futile without implementation. Positive
changes in the way government and industry do busi-
ness, demonstration projects to prove that sustainabilit\'
can work, and issue-specific legislation nestled within
a larger vision ofsustainable development are the keys
to creating a sustainable future. However, ifand when
implementation occurs, the task of ensuring sustain-
able development is not yet complete. Indices and
benchmarks must also be developed in order to ad-
equately monitor sustainable development activity.
Minnesota
In January. 1 993 , GovernorAme Carlson, the Envi-
ronmental Qualit}' Board, and the Commissioner of
Trade and Economic Development introduced the
Minnesota Sustainable Development Initiative, an
ambitious, year-long effort to develop recommenda-
tions to create a sustainable future for Minnesota.
Unlike other initiatives which have been vague or
included only select participants, Minnesota's plan
distinguished itselfby specifically creating fact-finding
missions and strategy-development tasks for seven
Initiative Teams to work on. The ultimate goal ofeach
team was to provide recommendations which in turn
would be applied or made into new legislation.
Representatives from business, academia, govern-
ment, environmental, and citizen groups comprised
each of the seven teams. Led by two co-chairs, one
each from the environmental and economic sectors,
the teams dealt with issues important to the state:
agriculture, energy, forestry, manufacturing, minerals,
recreation, and settlement. Teams met monthly to
discuss issues and problems, recognize innovations,
and develop strategies which could be implemented
toward sustainable development. Three plenary ses-
sions were conducted to discuss overlapping issues
and to develop an integrated set ofrecommendations.
According to the guidelines established for all teams,
meetings were open to the public and the draft recom-
mendations, presented in December 1993, were made
available for public comment at the February 1994
Minnesota Congress on Sustainable Development.
The recommendations addressed such topics as
full-cost accounting, integrated landuse, financial in-
centives and disincentives, and education and informa-
tion collection. All recommendations have been pro-
posed to the Minnesota legislature in hopes ofbringing
about some change in the way Minnesota looks at its
economic development and environmental protection.
The Minnesota Sustainable Development Initia-
tive certainly made significant strides towards fulfi lling
the goal ofsustainable development; unfortunately, its
efforts ended with the final meeting, held in November
1993. Essentially, the study was a "one-shot deal,"'
says John Green, a member ofthe Minerals Initiatives
team, who described the overall experience as benefi-
cial in that it heightened awareness among participants
and set forth many positive recommendations which
have a good chance of being implemented. However,
like many recommendations offered for legislation,
Green noted that some are too complicated and too
"sticky" even to be touched.
Ideally, the initiative should have included a lobbying
mechanism to ensure that the legislature would recog-
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nize and considerthe proposed recommendations. Or,
at a minimum, some sort oflobbying effort should iiave
been included within the list of recommendations.
Whether the objectives ofthe initiative were achieved
or not will be revealed in future legislation. However,
so farthings have already started on the wrong foot. In
late May 1994, the Governor vetoed parts of a bill
which would have set aside funding to further the
efforts of the initiative. This is an all too frequent
example of progressive ideas falling short of their
potential.
Kentucky
Following up on the Earth Summit held in Rio de
Janeiro in 1992, Governor Brereton Jones and Dr.
Lilialyce Akers initiated a conference similar to
Minnesota's to discuss sustainability issues for the
state of Kentucky; however, interest was so great that
the conference soon expanded to a national level.
Thus, in May 1 993, Kentucky hosted From Rio to the
Capitols: State Strategies for Sustainable Devel-
opment. Government officials, citizens, and members
ofnon-governmental organizations and business con-
vened to learn about sustainable development. The
conference certainly succeeded in overcoming the
first obstacle by pushingdialogue on sustainable devel-
A speaker addresses a small business panel at Kentucky's Rio to
the Capitols conference. Credit: Charles Pierce
opment out onto the table. Participants addressed
important topics such as how government policies can
better reconcile economics and the environment and
how communities can encourage business to adopt
clean technologies.
The conference included regional forums, com-
posed ofparticipants hailing from regions with similar
economic, geographical, and social conditions, which
served to compare and discuss strategies, experi-
ences, and impressions on sustainable development on
a more micro-level. The regional forums also ad-
dressed the specific needs of the various regions and
recommended actions to respond to them. The confer-
ence was so well received that a similar one will be held
in Arizona next year.
The conference prompted the Kentucky Cabinet of
Economic Development and Cabinet of Natural Re-
sources and Environmental Protection to co-sponsor
the Sustainability Round Table Information Forum.
Over fifty leaders from various sectors came together
to discuss ways to integrate economic development,
environmental protection, and social needs for Ken-
tucky. The participants also examined existing Round
Table processes in order to select one as a model for
Kentucky. As a result, the Sustainable Kentucky
Round Table was created, based on British Columbia's
Round Table and the Minnesota Sustainable Devel-
opment Initiative discussed above. Patricia Scruggs,
the facilitatorofthe Information Forum, described one
of the objectives of the Sustainable Kentucky Round
Table as taking the dialogue which was started at the
Rio to the Capitols conference "from just talk into a
little more discrete action." The hope is also to build
consensus among all the sectors.
In addition, in 1 992 the General Assembly created
the Kentucky Long-Term Policy Research Center.
The Center's mission is to serve as a catalyst to
improve theway decisions are made by looking at them
in a broader context, specifically long-term implica-
tions, critical trends, and emerging issues. The Center
will also focus on developing a long-term strategic
policy for the state.
Although the Center is fairly small and still in the
early stages, it has perhaps the greatest potential for
successfully developing sustainable development ini-
tiatives in the country. Slated for the Center's agenda
is Kentucky Outlook 2000, an initiative funded by the
Environmental Protection Agency. The task chal-
lenges the Center, working with the Cabinet forNatu-
ral Resources and Environmental Protection, to antici-
pate future needs of the state and respond to them by
coming up with solutions withoutjeopardizingqualityof
life. By educating people through hosting a national
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conference, by initiating Round Table discussions to
build consensus and to come up with sustainable
development strategies, and by establishing a Long-
Term Policy Research Center, Kentucky has certainly
taken the first steps toward sustainable development.
Maine
Maine has made considerable gains in creating a
sustainable future for the state. In 1993, the 116th
Maine Legislature passed House Bill 616, addressing
"the purpose and philosophy of sustainable develop-
ment and its relevance to regions of the State and the
State as a whole" and mandating that the Economic
Development and Business Assistance Coordinating
Council develop economic development guidelines
adhering to the principles ofsustainable development.
In addition to offering recommendations, the Coordi-
nating Council helps local regions develop long-term
economic strategies and assists in implementation by
coordinating state services. To date, all work con-
ducted by the Coordinating Council has been volun-
tary; funding for the Council was not included in the
legislation. Naturally, this has created many obstacles.
The Council suffers from understaffmg and resource
shortages. In addition, there is some confusion over the
draft report. The intentions of the members are solid
and positive, but the recommendations have become
tangled in the verbiage ofthe report. What the recom-
mendations actually suggest is still under dispute.
Subsequent legislation called for the creation ofthe
Maine Economic Growth Council to assist the Coordi-
nating Council in developing standards and principles
for sustainable development. Originally, it was an
eight-week effort to hammer out recommendations to
be presented to the governor and state legislature.
Topics addressed were Energy and Utilities. Regula-
tory Policy, Job Training and Education, and Tax and
Fiscal Policy. Overall, more than two hundred people
from the state legislature and industries came together
to work on recommendations which were finally pre-
sented in May 1993. Larry Horwitz, a Council mem-
ber, commented that a fundamental problem with the
Council was the lack ofan environmental perspective
and that the Council began with "preconceived notions
ofwhat the outcome should be," suggesting only quick
fixes rather than looking at the underlying problem.
Recommended actions included establishing a new
environmental regulatory permitting process, imple-
menting favorable pricing mechanisms to encourage
the efficient use ofexisting energy supplies, setting up
an implementation mechanism, and continuing further
with the initial effort ofthe Growth Council. The latter
recommendation spawned further legislation providing
funding for an on-going Economic Growth Council.
This second Economic Growth Council has started
working on the preliminary stages of developing a
vision to jump-start Maine's economy. The nineteen
member Growth Council is made up ofstate legislators
and representatives from the labor, education, busi-
ness, and environment sectors from across the state.
According to Henry Bourgeois at the Maine Develop-
ment Foundation, which works with the Council, sup-
port and consensus among Growth Council members
have been positive.
However, neither the Coordinating Council nor the
Growth Council has attempted to define what specifi-
cally makes up sustainable economic growth. The two
Councils must engage in a "significant discussion on
what economic growth is" in order to move onto the
next step, comments John Bubier, who serves as an
advisor on the Economic Growth Council and a full
member on the Coordinating Counci 1 . But because the
recommendations offered by the Economic Growth
Council are currently set within a fairly broad context,
they are more likely to be implemented. Mr. Bubier
also noted that achieving collaboration between all
groups has been difficult.
The idea behind the legislation establishing the two
Counci Is is a commendable one since it forces the state
to look at all factors concerning economic growth. But
the steps have been small and slow. Representatives
from the environmental and social organizations, es-
sential parties when forming a sustainable develop-
ment plan, are underrepresented. And as noted earlier,
funding for the Coordinating Council is nonexistent,
further complicating the process. Moreover, the two
Councils essentially work independently of one an-
other. More stands to be gained ifboth Councils work
together.
Although opinions on the Councils remain varied
and conflicting, Maine continues to work on creating a
sustainable future. A particularly successful example
ofsustainable development policy in action is Maine's
Sensible Transportation Policy, which voters passed
as a referendum in response to a proposal to widen the
Maine Turnpike. The people of Maine have realized
that the state's transportation network has the poten-
tial to impose lasting and sometimes harmful effects on
the qualitv'ofair, land, and water. Thus, it isthe policy's
goal to minimize these negative effects by evaluating
all reasonable alternatives for highway construction or
reconstruction projects, reducing the state's depen-
dence on foreign oil, encouraging energy-efficient
forms of transportation, ensuring necessary repairs
and improvements on all roads, meeting the transpor-
tation needs of all Maine residents, and incorporating
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a public participation process to address the concerns
of tlie people. In orderto meet the public participation
directive, eight Regional Transportation AdvisoryCom-
mittees were established. Members were selected
from a pool of applicants and are currently meeting
throughout the state to develop regional transportation
plans and funding priorities.
As a result of this policy, the Maine Turnpike was
not expanded. Rather, the Maine Turnpike Authority is
investing in alternative, multi-modal transportation pro-
grams, including car pools and trains. In addition, a
highly ambitious and truly multi-modal transportation
system, which includes the use oftaxi cabs, limousines,
buses, and trolleys, is in the works in the town ofWells.
Another example ofthe policy's success is the Trans-
portation Improvement Program in Portland. The city
allocated over halfofan almost $9 mil I ion transporta-
tion budget to non-highway projects. Instead, bicycle
routes, sidewalks, and improvements to the subway
systems are being worked on. Policies such as the
Sensible Transportation Policy should not only be
praised, but emulated by other states around the
country; the plan contained all the necessary compo-
nents to be successful, and clearly it is.
Virginia
Much along the same lines as Maine, the Virginia
House passed Joint Resolution No. 653 in February
1993 which called for the development of a state
sustainable development strategy. In response to this,
the Environmental Law Institute, an independent re-
search and education center, has released Blueprint
for Sustainable Development of Virginia. This re-
port discusses such issues as pollution prevention, air
quality, community building, and economic vitality and
provides recommendations and solutions to work to-
ward these goals.
In March 1 994, the House passed Joint Resolution
No. 291, calling for the creation of a Sustainable
Development Task Force to "assess current sustain-
able development initiatives in the Commonweahh and
other areas, develop a statewide strategic plan for
sustainabledevelopment, and recommend appropriate
actions which state and local governments, citizen
groups, and nonprofit organizations, especially rural
areas ofthe Commonwealth, might consider for imple-
mentation." Unlike the 1 993 resolution which encour-
ages Virginians to consider sustainable development
alternatives for the state. Resolution No. 291 brings
together multiple stakeholders to specifically look at
and recommend actions. Staffsupport, technical assis-
tance, and some funding have been allocated to assist
in its efforts.
Unfortunately, organization of the Task Force has
been slow. In addition to the Secretaries ofCommerce
and Trade, who make up part ofthe Task Force, al I the
legislative members have been appointed; however,
the Governor has yet to appoint any of the six citizen
members. Moreover, assignments to study the fifty or
sixty issues have also not been made. According to the
resolution, all findings and recommendations should be
completed in time to be presented to the 1 995 General
Assembly, allowing less than a year for the Task Force
to select members, educate and build consensus among
them, conduct meetings and research, create a vision,
and formulate recommendations. Although it is en-
couraging to see Virginia so anxious to begin
sustainability efforts, more time is needed in order to
produce a comprehensive and complete study and
consequently, to propose appropriate recommenda-
tions.
LookingForward
Almost inevitably, with sustainable development
discussion comes opposing views, frustration, and
disagreements. It is unlikely that all parties will be
completely satisfied with the results. Fortunately, this
has not scared away Minnesota, Kentucky, Maine,
and Virginia from seriously addressing the issue. In
doing so, they have become models for sustainable
development.
Both Minnesota and Kentucky have experienced
some success in transforming their communities into
sustainable ones. Kentucky has been quite progressive
in that it is taking the issue of sustainability head-on.
Likewise, the one-year initiative in Minnesota helped
to move sustainable development a step in the right
direction, but with the recent veto ofadditional funding
towards sustainability efforts, it appears that the state
has only more difficulties to come. And although the
recommendations from both states hold great promise,
nothing will be accomplished without full support from
all communities.
Virginia and Maine lead the pack in terms of
progressive resolutions and legislation by creating a
forum where sustainable development is specifically
discussed and sought after. Currently, each state is
encounteringdifficulty,buthopefuIly, in time, Virginia's
Task Force and Maine's Councils will emerge with
innovative recommendations and ideas on how to
implementthem.
Indeed, the need for sustainable development has
been recognized, and many states have jumped to the
challenge. Conferences and round tables are cropping
up all over the country from Alaska to Florida and
places in between. Unfortunately, some initiatives
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have been cut short due to little or no funding. Some
contain ambitious recommendations but lack the con-
sensus and support needed from all groups. Others are
subject to the often wavering political attitudes ofthe
day. And many conduct extensive research and make
substantial recommendations but lack a means of
implementation. Until all these aspects are resolved,
the notion ofa sustainable future will remainjust that,
in the future, cp
I!
Cohousing: A Model for
Sustainable Communities
Allan Rosen
This article investigates the potential ofcohousing
as a model for sustainable communities.
Cohousing is a new form of residential development
which has become popular in the United States over
the last five years. It is conceived as an alternative to
conventional tract-style subdivisions. Cohousingcom-
munities utilize acommunity-based design process and
are intended to foster more cooperative lifestyles
among their residents.
The first section ofthis article provides background
information to fami liarize the reader with the basics of
cohousing. Included is a formal detlnition ofcohousing,
a brief description of its origin, and a summary of the
current status of cohousing in the United States. The
second section investigates cohousing's relationship to
sustainability.lt begins by delineating the sustainability
movement into three agendas for action: the environ-
mental, equity, and process agendas; and then dis-
cusses how cohousing addresses these agendas. The
third section looks at trends in cohousing's evolution
and at strategies for facilitating its continued growth.
Three aspects of its evolution are explored: the site
plan, target populations, and the planning process. This
section also suggests how current planning practices
can be adapted to facilitate the growth of cohousing.
Defining Cohousing
Kathryn McCamant and Charles Durret coined the
AIUdi Rosen worksfor Self-Help, a local community bank
in Durham. NC. He is a student at the Department ofCity
and Rei^ional Planning at the University' ofNorth Carolina
at Chapel Hill, where he is specializing in housing and
community development This article was originally writ-
ten as a paperfor a seminar on Sustainable Development
in the Department.
English word "cohousing" in their 1988 book
Cohousing: A Contemporary Approach to Hous-
ing Ourselves. They offer a definition based on four
characteristics common to cohousing developments:
• "Participatory Process: Residents organize and
participate in the planning and design process for the
housing development, and are responsible as a
groupforall final decisions.
• Intentional Neighborhood Design: The physical
design encourages a strong sense of community.
• Extensive Common Facilities: An integral part
of the community, common areas are designed for
daily use, to supplement private living areas.
• Complete Resident Management: Residents
manage the development, making decisions ofcom-
mon concern at community meetings."'
The participatory design process allows future resi-
dentstoplayaprominentand vital role indesigningthe
layout and format of the community. Residents be-
come fully invested in the entire development process.
Major decisions are made by consensus. This process
results in the future residents having a significant
impacton the final design. The physical design encour-
ages a sense of community by increasing the areas of
social interaction. Placing parking on the periphery
gives the neighborhood a pedestrian orientation and is
one of the prime design attributes of cohousing.
Another important design feature is the interface
between the public courtyards and pedestrian streets
formed by the homes' location and the homes them-
selves. Frequently, the more public rooms in each
house (e.g., the kitchen or family room) front onto
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these public areas. Similar to the way in which Frank
Lloyd Wright's residential designs intertwine the in-
doors and outdoors, cohousing homes intertwine public
and private spaces. It is this articulation ofsemi-public,
semi-private patterns that encourages spontaneous
interactions among neighbors.
The extensive common facilities ofcohousing com-
munities complement the self-sufficient private homes.
The common house is the most prominent shared
feature ofa cohousing community. It usually includes
a kitchen and dining area for regularly scheduled
community meals and one or more specialty rooms,
such as a laundry, ch i Idren ' s room, guest room, work-
shop, and/or art studio. Common outdoor spaces may
include sports fields, gardens, achildren's playground,
a pond, and/or a gazebo. Shared access to such
amenities fiirtherstimulatesthecomradery ofcohousing
communities.
Complete resident management also encourages
social cohesion. Through collective responsibility for
activities including landscaping, maintenance, children's
activities, common meals, consensus building, and
dispute resolution, community residents develop inter-
personal and management skills critical to the health of
their community.
Origin ofCohousing
In 1964, a young Danish architect, Jan Gudmand-
Hoyer, gathered together a group offriends to explore
housing options. They sought an alternative to the
single-family suburban house and to the multi-story
apartment building. Row houses seemed less isolating
but they lacked a sense of community. By the end of
the year, the group had purchased property on the
outskirts ofCopenhagen where they planned to build a
new community of twelve homes and a common
house. Opposition from local residents prevented this
project from being completed. Yet. within a few years,
the social climate was more accepting ofwhat would
become cohousing.
In 1967, author Bodil Graae published an article
entitled "Children Should Have One Hundred Par-
ents", which called for more humane residential neigh-
borhoods. She concluded the article by asking that
those interested in forming a housing "collective"
which was children-friendly to contact her. Over fifty
people responded. The next year, Gudmand-Hoyer's
article "The Missing Link Between Utopia and the
Dated One-Family House" was published in a national
newspaper. He received over one hundred responses
from persons interested in living in a place like he
described. Later that year, Gudmand-Hoyer, Graae,
and some families from the earlier failed endeavor
began to plan a cohousing community. This time they
were successfu 1 . The first two cohousing communities
came out of this effort. In the fall of 1972, 27 families
moved into the first community, Saettedammen, and
the next year, 33 families moved into Skraplanet. By
1 980, there were 1 2 owner-occupied cohousing com-
munities in Denmark. Two years later, there were 22
and at the end of the decade more than 120 of these
communities had been built.- Clearly, cohousing had
struck a chord with many families.
In Europe there are now several hundred cohousing
communities, primarily in Denmark, Sweden, and the
Netherlands. With over twenty years experience of
cohousing in Europe, the various communities exhibit
many variations of the basic model. Tenure patterns
now include both renter and mixed-tenure, in addition
to the original tenure pattern ofownership. Where the
original communities were privately financed initia-
tives, there are now also cohousing communities that
are government-financed and public-private ventures.
In contrast to the limited demographic diversity ofthe
original communities, recent communities have greater
age and socioeconomic diversity. In addition, the
cohousing model has been adapted to meet the special
needs ofelderly populations.'
The Danish term for cohousing, "bofoelleskaber,"
translates as "living communities." Kathryn McCamant
and Charles Durret are California trained architects
who, during a thirteen-month period spanning 1 984 and
1 985, conducted a field study of46 cohousing commu-
nities in Denmark, theNetherlands, and Sweden. Their
book, Cohousing: A Contemporary Approach to
Housing Ourselves, was published for the purpose of
inspiring "people to take a more active role in creating
the home and neighborhood they want to live in."^
Since its publication, McCamant and Durret have been
the chiefproponents ofcohousing in the United States.
They have conducted hundreds of workshops and
consulted with scores ofemerging cohousingcommu-
nities. It is safe to say that virtually all of the groups
undertaking cohousing initiatives in America began
when one or more individuals in the group either
attended a McCamant and Durret workshop or read
their book.
Current Status of Cohousing in the United States
According to the national magazine, CoHousing:
Contemporary Approaches to Housing Ourselves,
there are nine cohousing communities in America that
are currently occupied.- All of these are west of the
Mississippi. Three communities are in California, in-
cluding the oldest one and the newest one. Two others
are in Washington. There is one cohousing community
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each in the states ofColorado,M innesota.New Mexico,
and Oregon. These communities inckide approximately
two hundred homes, housing over four hundred people.
At least six other communities are in various stages of
construction and will be completed within the next
twelve months, three of which are located in the
eastern United States: Lake Claire in Atlanta, GA,
Pioneer Valley in Pelham, MA, and Arcadia in Carrboro,
NC. CoHoiising also lists over 150 core groups in the
U.S. and Canada that are currently in the process of
planning a cohousing community.*^
Cohousing is clearly experiencing growth in North
America. This growth is also evidenced by the variety
ofresources available to persons interested in cohousing
and by the extent of networking underway. Umbrella
groups are formingregionally to facilitate the efforts of
core groups.^ CoHoiising and Northeast Cohousing
Quarterly, both extensive newsletter/magazines, have
been published since 1988. There have been regional,
national, and international conferences on cohousing
and related issues in the past few years. Advice on a
variety of cohousing issues is available from experi-
enced cohousing consulting professionals. Scholars
are publishing books andjournal articles on cohousing
and it is the focus of several graduate school master
theses. Finally, extensive national media attention is
being devoted to cohousing.
What can the phenomenal growth of cohousing in
America be attributed to? A primary cause is that
cohousing offers a practical solution to the mismatch
between conventional housing options and today's
households. Simply put, many oftoday's households
view the traditional single-family detached home in a
residential subdivision not as an ideal but rather as
isolating, both geographically and socially. Such homes
are not only anachronistic, they are also dysfunctional
for many families. In addition, traditional American
subdivisions have not only been criticized in terms of
isolation, but also as being unsustainable, i.e., they
require high inputs of non-renewable resources and
have adverse environmental impacts. Landscape ar-
chitect Clare Cooper-Marcus sums it up this way:
"The conditions from which cohousing arises are
widespread: declining household size, social isola-
tion, the demise of the extended family, changing
gender roles, and problems of social justice and
resource consumption. None of these conditions is
just a passing phase and, while the ideology of the
detached single-family house will persist, cohousing
is a high quality and highly sustainable alternative."^
It is the relationship between cohousing and
sustainability that I now turn my focus to.
Cohousing's Relationship to Sustainability
Sustainability has become a buzzword. Around the
world, it has captured the attention of politicians and
policy makers, academics, business persons, and just
plain folks. Sustainability attemptsto address thecon-
flict between economic growth and environmental
degradation. Sustainable development patterns are
those which ensure that the needs of the present
population are met without compromising the ability of
future generations to meet their needs.'' Proposals for
adapting virtually all aspects ofmodern life have been
made in the name of sustainability.
Prominent among the concerns raised by discus-
sions of sustainability is the per capita level of con-
sumption of both material goods and non-renewable
energy resources in the United States. The current
rates of consumption bode ill for the future because
theyare unsustainable. Furthermore, because the U.S.
is the envy ofmany developing nations, their develop-
ment aspirations implicitly assume similar rates of
consumption. Another issue of paramount concern is
the search for more sustainable settlement patterns.
Making American settlement patterns more sustain-
able would not only establish a sustainable future for
our country but would also serve as an example for
developing countries.
Sustainability is a multi-faceted concept. Broadly
speaking, though, 1 believe there are three agendas
underthe rubric ofsustainability. These classifications
are labeled agendas because I view them not simply as
definitions, but as calls for action, i.e., agendas for
change. These are the environmental, the equity, and
the process agendas. Descriptions of these agendas
areas follows:
• Environmental Agenda: To reduce and/or elimi-
nate the adverse environmental impactsofhumanity's
economic and productive processes.
• Equity Agenda: To address issues of poverty,
livelihoods, equity, and socialjustice.
• Process Agenda: A harmonious resolution of the
environmental and equity agendas will be facilitated
by an inclusive planning process that actively seeks
input from a diverse group of participants, particu-
larly those individuals and communities who are
usually at the socioeconomic margin. At the local
level, informal, decentralized, and small-scale ap-
proaches are highly conducive to achieving
sustainability.
The environmental and equity agendas define what
is to be achieved with sustainability. Aspects of the
environmental agenda that are relevant to settlement
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patterns include resource use and conservation, recy-
cling, and pollution; those from the equity agenda
include housing affordability, childcare, and job cre-
ation. In contrast to the goal-oriented nature of the
environmental and equity agendas, the process agenda
states preferences formethods ofseeking sustainability.
Informal, decentralized, and small-scale technologies
that are sustainable include passive solar heating and
community-supported agriculture. This section con-
cludes by identifying thoseelements ofthe sustainabilit\
agendas that cohousing is best suited to address and
how it addresses those issues.
Cohousing and the Environmental Agenda
Cohousing' s most obvious thrust towards a sustain-
able future is in the environmental arena. Its land use
and resource utilization patterns go a long ways to-
wards achieving sustainability.
Land Use
Existing cohousing developments in the U.S. exhibit
three patterns of land use: progressive suburban, infill
and adaptive re-use, and mixed use. The first category
is similar to the best land use patterns adapted in
mainstream residential development. Approximately
one-half of the cohousing communities display this
configuration. The main environmental goals ofthe
progressive suburban pattern are the conservation of
open space and minimal on-site environmental distur-
bance.
In both Europe and the United States, the first
cohousingcommunities were built on previously unde-
veloped land. Yet, achieving sustainable settlement
patterns will require increased utilization of infill and
adaptive re-use strategies. The cohousing model is
flexible enough to employ these strategies. Three
California communitiesdemonstrate this. In Emeryville,
located in the East Bay area of San Francisco, an
abandoned warehouse in an industrial neighborhood
has been converted into a twelve-unit cohousing com-
munity. The Southside park community in downtown
Sacramento will have 25 homes on its 1 .3 acre site. It
is the first inner-city residential development in Sacra-
mento in many years. In Davis, residents of the N
Street community have converted a residential, grid-
style block into a cohousing community through a
process of purchasing homes for sale over several
years.
To a varying degree, all cohousing communities
have elements ofthe mixed-use pattern. At a mini-
mum, there is usually on-site childcare and some food
production from gardens. The full potential ofmixed-
use cohousing communities has not yet been explored.
however. One day we may see more emphasis on
providing non-residential services to the immediate
community. This is especially probable in urban set-
tings. Such uses might include office space, space for
cottage industries, day care, and food and laundry
services. In rural settings, it is likely that large portions
ofthe community ' s food needs will be produced within
the community.
ResourceUtilization
Regardless ofthe site's characteristics, virtually all
cohousing communities incorporate sustainable re-
source utilization patterns into their design program.
Conservation, the limited use of toxic chemicals, and
the increased use of renewable energy sources are
typical areas of concern. Resource conservation can
apply to energy, water, and materials conservation. On
the energy front, it is typical forcohousing communities
to call for high standards ofinsulation and weatheriza-
tion, to consider cogeneration technologies, and take
into consideration the amount of embodied energy in
building materials when making materials selection.
Indirectly, ofcourse, it is desired that residents reduce
their use ofprivate automobiles. This may be feasible
because of on-site childcare, cooperative shopping
trips, and on-site entertainment, thus reducing night-
time and weekend travel.
Water conservation can be enhanced through the
use ofwater conserving plumbing fixtures, landscape
design and plant selection, greywater systems and
rainwater collection methods. Material consumption
can be reduced both during construction and after. For
instance, wood products derived from sustainable
forestry practices would be preferred over those that
are not. Durable-goods consumption can be reduced at
the household level; vacuum cleaners and lawnmowers
are likely prospects for shared use.
Non-toxic environments are another area of con-
cern in cohousing communities. Planning for non-toxic
environments includes relying substantially, or abso-
lutely, on organic and biological methods for lawn and
garden use. The other primar>' concern in this arena is
building material selection. Residents of cohousing
communities typically select non-toxic bui Iding materi-
als. Utilization ofrenewable energy sources, primarily
via passive solar technology and photovoltaics, is also
high on the list ofcohousing residents' goals.
Cohousing and the Equity Agenda
The cohousing model advances the equity agenda
primarily by making housing more affordable.
Cohousing can lower housing expenses two ways.
First, the initial cost of the home can be reduced
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through h igher density, which al lows the "sunk" costs
to be distributed over a greater number of units. Other
means for lowering the purchase price include reduc-
tion ofdevelopment fees, profit margins, and market-
ing costs. Economies of scale in materials purchases
can also be achieved. In several instances, local
governments are participating in cohousing ventures to
promote affordability. Alternative forms ofownership
that American cohousing communities are experi-
menting with can also reduce the cost of housing,
particularly future sales prices. These include limited
equity co-ops and land trusts.
Second, cohousing also has the potential to reduce
the home's operating expenses. These lifecycle costs
savings are primarily a function of reduced energy
consumption. Cohousing residents may also experi-
ence increased disposable income. This would result
from the budget savings associated with reduced
expenses for food (from common meals and on-site
food production) and child care.
Cohousing and the Process Agenda
By definition and practice, cohousing is a decentral-
ized, small-scale, and informal approach to developing
residential housing. For those directly involved in cre-
ating a cohousing community, the process is highly
inclusive. And, in America, most cohousing communi-
ties considerdiversity an important goal. With respect
to household size and residents' ages, American
cohousing succeeds in achieving diversity. Socioeco-
nomic diversity is achieved in two ways. First, local
governments have participated in several cohousing
projects with the express aim of making some of the
housing units affordable. Second, by not practicing
exclusionary zoning, i.e., requiringminimumlotand/or
house sizes, cohousing communities can accommo-
date a wide range ofhome sizes. This, in turn, makes
it possible for less financially-able households to join
the community.
Cohousing: Trends and Support Strategies
As in Europe, cohousing in America is gaining
popularity as a model for residential development. It
also shows great promise as a model for sustainable,
affordable, and psychologically satisfying communi-
ties. Advocates of both sustainability and affordable
housing will be lookingtothis model as an alternative
form of development that addresses their areas of
concern. It is instructive forthose interested in promot-
ingcohousing to familiarize themselves with evolution-
ary trends in cohousingand in strategies formakingthe
development climate more conducive to cohousing.
Evolution of the Cohousing Model
Cohousing Site and House Plans
The cohousing movement is beginning its third
decade. Over this twenty-plus year history, the physi-
cal plans for cohousing sites and houses have demon-
strated significant changes. With regards to private
homes, the most important change is that houses in
more recently developed communities are smaller than
their predecessors. Community residents are adjusting
their lifestyles so that they require less private space.
Site plans have also undergone an evolution. In his
exam ination ofDanish cohousing plans, Coldham iden-
tifies three stages of plan types. The courtyard model
is based on traditional village settlement patterns. As
cohousing became accepted, this plan evolved into the
pedestrian street model. This plan better implements
cohousing's goals of cooperation and social interac-
tion. The third version involves narrowing the street
and spanning it with a glazed roof. This galleria model
allows the common spaces to be used year-round in
Denmark's harsh winter climate. Nearly twenty Dan-
ish cohousing communities have utilized this feature.'"
Both changes noted above are based on the Euro-
pean experience with cohousing. In America, the
movement is too new to indicate such patterns. The
small numberofexisting communities in the U.S., built
over such a short time period, do not yield a sufficient
basis for comparison. However, similar trends may
reveal themselves. In any event, those designing
cohousing communities can make use ofthis historical
record to guide their planning. In addition, architects
and other professionals can explore the tradeoffs
made by cohousing consumers regarding private and
public space.
Model Diversity
Variation in European communities is evident in
terms ofdemographics, financing, and tenure. Ameri-
can cohousing developments are just beginning to
show similar diversity. With regards to demographics,
American communities are demonstrating significant
intergenerational diversity. American communities are
not yet serving special populations, such as the elderly,
as isthecase in Denmark. Two initiatives in California,
though, are of interest. In San Luis Obispo, a core
group is working with the county Housing Authority to
develop a mixed-tenure community. Half of the units
are planned to be rented to low-income elderly resi-
dents. In Morgan Hill, several non-profit housing agen-
cies are working with Catholic Charities to develop a
twelve-un it cohousingcommun ity for low-income single
parent families Catholic Charities will provide support
services to the residents."
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Local governments in the U.S. are demonstrating
willingness to participate in cohousing ventures. This is
generally done in exchange for commitments by the
community to make some of the units available as
affordable housing units. This, however, coincides
with the goals of the typical cohousing community'.
Government participation is usually through the dona-
tion or sale ofthe site, housing subsidies, or both. Local
officials are attracted to these communities because
the strong sense of community is seen as an asset.
Seattle city councilman Jim Street, who has become a
supporter ofcohousing by working with an inner city
core group, believes that cohousing residents "bring a
strong commitment to reach out to their neighbors and
build community spirit."'-
Planning Process
The one area where the cohousing model may be
under the most stress in America is the time it takes to
complete a development. Cohousing developments
can take three or more years to complete. False starts,
such as elapsed site purchase options, test the patience
ofthe core group. Such a lengthy timeframe discrimi-
nates against those who can not afford to make
financial commitments several years in advance of
occupancy. Such delays may also result in increased
housing costs. For this reason, a market for experi-
enced cohousing consultants is thriving. Core groups
are also seeking the services of developers, some of
whom are in turn attempting to develop cohousing
communities.
This pressure on developing cohousing communities
more quickly may lessen the commitment to the par-
ticipatory planning process. This would threaten one of
the foundations ofa healthy cohousing community: its
sense ofcommunit}'. It may in turn lessen the use ofthe
common facilities and the emphasis on self-manage-
ment communities. Withoutthis interaction, the social
cohesion of the group may be stunted and the skills
necessar>' to maintain a healthy cooperative lifestyle
may not be developed. To circumvent this, long-term
opportunities to bond as a community should be sought
to replace the process of designing a community
together. There may be other vehicles for establishing
the crucial sense of community. As core groups
delegate moretechnicalresponsibilit>'to professionals,
they need to seek such alternatives.
Planning for Cohousing
Cohousing is a grassroots response to the need for
a more humane and functional housing form. In Europe
and America, the chiefproponents for cohousing have
been architects. To a remarkable degree, though.
these ventures have been established with limited
professional guidance. Yet, at one time or another all
cohousing groups have interacted with planners and
other local officials. The suggestions cohousing advo-
cates offer for facilitating the growth ofcohousing are
similar to those of affordable housing advocates. One
fundamental suggestion is that core groups should
contact early and often local planners, public officials,
and their future neighbors. Such a proactive stance
achieves several purposes. First, it informs key per-
sons, in a timely fashion, ofan unconventional develop-
ment proposal. Second, potential problems and adver-
saries can be identified and resolutions sought. This
leads to the third reason to engage in such a dialogue.
The core group can identify key persons to lobby, if
necessary.
CoHousing published a list of eight regulatory and
land use techniques that local governments can use to
encourage cohousing. The suggested techniques are
to streamline permit processing, ease development
standards, zone forhigher density, establish inclusionary
zoning programs, offer growth control exemptions,
encourage infill development, encourage adaptive re-
use of older structures, and provide subsidies in the
form of land donations or writedowns, fee waivers, or
low interest loans. " Actions such as those described in
this section will make the climate more amenable for
cohousing.
Conclusion
Cohousing is proving itself to be a versatile and
popular model for residential development in Europe
and America. It also appears to have the potential for
creating sustainable communities. In particular,
cohousing communities aim to be environmentally
sensitive and conservative consumers of material re-
sources.
Equally important is the scale of cohousing. As a
model forsustainable communities, its attainability is
not constrained by the actions ofelite decision makers
as is much of the sustainability agenda. Instead,
cohousing takes place on a grassroots level and can be
accomplished essentially through collective determi-
nation. Although cohousing clearly exhiibits attention to
the environmental and equity agendas ofsustainabi 1 ity,
its greatest strength lies in its procedural orientation.
Cohousing creates communities that are not only
environmentally sustainable, they are also psychologi-
cally sustainable. By providing a nurturing climate for
individualsand families, perhaps cohousing residents
can find and sustain the strength necessary to achieve
sustainability on a larger scale, cp
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Consensus Building for Sustainable
Communities
Karen S. Walz
Consensus-building can play a role in creating and
maintaining sustainable communities. This ar-
ticle focuses on that role in achieving sustainability at
the level of local communities, particularly in the
context of United States planning practice. A design
for sustainable consensus is proposed that addresses
theprocess ofdeveloping public policy and describes
the primary /^i'Me^ raised by theconcept ofsustainability
and the key characteristics of the desired project
outcomes. Examples from several community plan-
ning programs illustrate the application ofthis model to




Sustainable communities result from many indi-
vidual decisions made by residents, businesses, com-
munity organizations, and governments. Public policy,
as expressed by community plans, policies, and pro-
grams, can help create sustainable communities be-
cause it informs and shapes these decisions. The use
of a consensus-based process to create public policy
offers important advantages tocommun ities concerned
about sustainabi 1 ity
.
To many planners and community leaders, consen-
sus-building evokes an image oflarge groups ofpeople
Karen S. Walz, AICP, is theprincipal ofStrategic Commu-
nity Solutions, a consultingfirm specializing in community
planning andpublic participation. She is also the Execu-
tive Director ofThe Dallas Plan, a not-for-profit corpora-
tion charged with developing a long-range plan for the
City ofDallas, Texas and buildingpublic-private partner-
ships to implement the plan.
discussing issues endlessly, without reaching a deci-
sion—the ultimate sustainable meeting! In fact, con-
sensus can be an essential tool in shaping acommunity's
approach to meeting current and future needs.
Sustainability is a concept of global signifi-
cance, but effective action toward sustainability
must occur locally. Sustainable development re-
quires that resources be used in ways which retain a
resource base for use by future generations. On a
global scale, the United States and other "developed"
countries bear responsibility for a substantial amount
of resource use. With 26 percent of the world's
population, the "developed" countries account for 38
percent of the world's daily protein consumption, 79
percent ofannual steel consumption, and 80 percent of
commercial energy use.' Decisions made individually
by residents, businesses, and local communities deter-
mine the collective level of resource use. Each day,
individuals make choices: will a soft drink container be
discarded or recycled, will the trip to work be made as
a single occupant in an automobile or as part of a
carpool, howmuch non-renewable energy will be used
to heat a home to a comfortable level on a winter day?
Choices about the design of a community— its public
policy regarding development—contribute to the level
of resource consumption by residents and businesses
in that community. Since three-quarters ofAmericans
live in urban areas,- the consumption choices made by
city residents have a significant effect on the overall
level ofnational resource consumption.
Local public policy choices can limit (orenhance) an
individual's ability to use resources in a sustainable
way. If a community offers curbside recycling, the
choice to recycle a soft drink container becomes more
attractive to the consumer. Iftravel to an employment
centers is only possible by auto, even an individual who
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would prefer a shorter bicycle ride or a commute via
light rail will be unable to exercise these choices. Since
building design and siting affect energy needs for
heating, the use ofclimate-appropriate building designs
and subdivision standards that take advantage ofsolar
heating can assist in accompi ishing the desired result of
a comfortable home with a lower level ofnon-renew-
able energy use.
Governments themselves, as consumers of re-
sources, can use their own decisions to support a more
sustainable pattern. In addition to the choices made
aboutdailyconsumption levels, local public policy can
affect another aspect of sustainable choice—the deci-
sion to remain in an existing community or to move to
a newly-developing area. Each existing community
represents the commitment of resources for capital
construction, the use of land for urban development,
and a historic investment in systems oftravel, commu-
nication, and institutions. The resources thus invested
are not readily returned to other uses. Ifcommunities
remain attractive to residents and businesses, these
resources will continue to contribute to long-term
quality of life. Ifnot, individuals will choose to move to
new communities, requiring new resource investment
in the systems, land use, and infrastructure necessary
for a city. Unless our existing communities are
sustainable, in terms of continuing quality of life,
individual choices will make past investments ineffec-
tive. They will continue consumption patterns that,
ultimately, will not be sustainable because the next
generation will have neither sustainable "quality of life
assets"" in existing communities nor natural resource
reserves to be able to design appropriate sustainable
alternatives.
The processes used to develop public policy
affect the sustainability of the result. At the local
community level, many public policy decisions are
made by a city council or similar elected body. The
"majority-rule"" process represented by a city counciFs
vote on any particular issue sets public policy. How-
ever, the process leading to a vote will have a signifi-
cant effect on the durability ofthe decision and hence,
on the sustainable use of any resources invested as a
result.
Decisions made without the participation of key
affected groups are not likely to be supported or
followed by those groups. Particularly ifthe decisions
limit consumption, these groups will seek to overturn
them. Ifthe decisions require individual action, these
groups may prevent implementation by choosing not to
participate. Final ly, decisions made by a small majority
(the 51 percent vote) may well be overturned or
reversed through the efforts of groups on the losing
side ofthe vote. Such policy reversals mean resource
investment in projects or programs that are abandoned
before they are completed, that are not fully used, or
that compete with one another. These reversals result
in additional resource consumption with little or no
quality of life benefit. When multiplied by the thou-
sands ofcommunities in this country, these decisions
mean greater consumption and less sustainability.
"Consensus" is a concept for which there are many
interpretations. One useful way to describe a consen-
sus result is that everyone agrees to live with it, even
though it may not be the ideal solution forany individual
participant. Key aspects of the concept include:
• Inclusion of all affected parties ("everyone" means
all those who are affected or have a stake in the
outcome):
An agreement thatthe parties will not try to overturn
the decision, not an agreement that signifies full
support of all concepts; and
An outcome that is mutual ly beneficial— it adequately
meets the short- and long-term needs ofthe parties.
Such a consensus agreement requires that all issues be
considered. Participants must make trades between
available options. This negotiation process enables
participants to consider the long-term implications of
their decisions. If successful, it creates a broad base
of community support for the outcome, a level of
support that is essential if the policy direction is to be
maintained. In addition, this support should translate
intoparticipantwillingnessto make individual choices
that support the consensus result.
These features of a consensus result are valuable
foranypublicpolicy decision. For issuesofsustainability,
they become even more important. By maintaining
consistent public policy, the community can invest
resources in ways which will provide the greatest
benefit to current residents while retaining options for
future generations. By creating a broad base of
support, all the individuals, businesses, and groups
involved in the process are more likely to make their
own choices consistent with the consensus agreement,
thereby increasing sustainability. By considering all
affected groups and resolving disputes in ways which
consider future needs, a consensus-building process
supports community quality of life which, in turn,
enhances community sustainability.
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A Design for Sustainable Consensus
The Process
Design ofa decision-making process does not guar-
antee that the process results will reflect a consensus
nor that they will prove to he sustainable over the long
term. However, thoughtful process design can in-
crease the likelihood that the end result will have these
characteristics. Process design must be appropriate to
the decision at hand. A process for developing a
twenty-year comprehensive plan will differ from a
process to decide operational issues for a community'
recycling operation. The six process recommenda-
tions below describe factors that should be considered
in an} public discussion to increase the opportunity' for
consensus and enhance the sustainabilit>' of the re-
sults.
1 . Include All Affected Groups
The individuals and groups that will be affected by
the decision, the "stakeholders", must be involved in
the discussion and the consensus-building process.
Each group brings a particular expertise and perspec-
tive to the discussion. Their participation means that
these resources are used in addressing the issue. Their
contributions help the process reach an outcome that
maintains community qual it\' of life, as perceived by all
community members. Their support for the outcome
means that the decision is less likely to be reversed
after resources have been invested. Their agreement
with the outcome leads to a wi 1 1 ingness to implement it.
at the level of individual and community action.
Inclusion of stakeholders can be accomplished in
several different ways. One effective method is cre-
ation of a representative citizens' committee. For
example, the City of Austin, Texas used a Steering
Committee to develop Austinplan. a comprehensive
plan the community prepared inthemid-1980"s. Nine
interest groups were identified to serve on the commit-
tee: Business and Finance; Cultural Affairs; Environ-
mentalists; Ethnic Minorities; Human Ser\ices; Neigh-
borhoods and Geographic Sectors; Public Institutions;
Real Estate and Development; and Community at
Large. The number of representatives for each group
was based on the need to balance committee represen-
tation.
Interest group members were sought in tvvo ways.
Announcements in the local newspaper invited inter-
ested persons to submit an application describing their
areas of interest/expertise. In addition, organizations
representing certain interests, such as the Austin
Chamber of Commerce, were asked to recommend
three representatives for their interest group. Several
hundred applications were received. The Austin City
Council reviewed these applications and appointed a
committee of 94 persons reflecting these diverse
interests. This large group of representatives worked
together, through a complex process, to propose plan-
ning policies for the City.
2. Consider Community Capacity
When the Austinplan process began, the commu-
nit>' had many active organizations and a histop>' of
citizen participation in local government. Community
participation in^ztfr/wp/ow involved the Steering Com-
mittee, fourteen subject area Task Groups and 24
geographic area Sector Plan organizations. The City's
budget was able to accommodate the staffsupport and
other resources for this massive public involvement
project. As a result, this effort was generally consis-
tent with the community's capacity to manage and
support an extensive consensus-building process.'
Many communities lack the capacitv- in terms of
staffing, funding, institutional organization, and partici-
pant expertise to carry out a process ofthis magnitude.
Design of the process should be tailored to represent
interest groups at the level that can be supported by
existing community capacity. Jackson County, Mis-
souri"" found that a process of workshops with local
community leaders, residents, and propert>' owners,
coordinated through the County Plan Commission,
was effective in obtaining the participation of the
interest groups affected by the County's first Master
Plan. The consensus developed through this process
is illustrated by the groups' support of the plan which
resulted, by the plan's unanimous Plan Commission
recommendation, and by its unanimous adoption by the
County Legislature in 1994.
An effective consensus-building process may in-
crease capacity for communit> involvement and ex-
pand knowledge abouttheimplicationsofcommunity
decisions for sustainability. However, the process
should be designed so it can succeed with existing
capacity alone. Creation ofadditional capacity can be
an added benefit but should not be necessary' for
process success.
3. Insist on Elected Officials' Involvement
A public policy process is normally initiated by
elected officials. The continuing involvement ofthese
officials is vital to the creation ofa sustainable process
outcome. Sustainable development, since it retains
some resources for future generations, often involves
limitations on resource use todav. Governmental limits
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on individual choices typically spark controversy. The
elected officials must understand the rationale for
these limits if they are to enact them and continue to
support and implement them. In the case of Jackson
County, the continuing involvement of the County
Executive Marsha Murphy, who initiated the County's
Master Plan project, was instrumental to its success.
4. Clearly Define Roles & Expectations
The concept of long-term sustainability has all the
ingredients of a difficult public policy decision: the
issues are complex, the results will occur over a long
time period, there is uncertainty about technical as-
pects of the issues, and there are factors beyond the
control ofthe local community. A consensus-building
process can heighten participants' concerns and skep-
ticism about their ability to affect results. For this
reason, realistic expectations should be communicated
and acknowledged at the outset.
First, participant roles must be clearly defined,
consistent with community capabilities. Second, ex-
pectations, in terms of time commitment, areas for
public involvement, and expected product, must be
described when the process begins; modifications
duringthe process must be communicated consistently
toall participants.
In structuring a sustainable consensus process,
questions about roles and expectations include:
• What are the citizen participants being asked to do?
Are they to become technical experts? Are they to
state a broad vision and general goals, or are they to
provide specific, program-level recommendations?
• What role will the government's staff play? Will
they manage meeting and schedule logistics? How
much newtechnical analysis and professional evalu-
ation will they provide during this process?
How will elected and appointed officials be in-
volved? If there are other participants, such as
volunteer facilitators, what will they do?
• What issues will this process address? Whatchoices
do participants have in dealing with issues that lack
complete technical information?
• What are the process deadlines? What results are
expected and at what level of detail?
• What is meant by consensus in this process? What
procedures will be used if the participants don't
reach complete agreement? What happens if no
agreement is reached before the process deadline?
Who will be responsible for outreach to the identi-
fied interest groups? Who will communicate with
the community at large? How will the media be
involved?
A clear understanding of participant roles and agree-
ment on expectations about the process and its prod-
ucts will encourage participants to make realistic
commitments to the project. Process-related disputes
can be reduced, al lowing all participants to focus on the
difficult questions ofplanning for a sustainable future.
The Austinplan process began with written de-
scriptions ofthe roles ofCity staff. SteeringComm ittee
members, other citizen participants, facilitators, and
elected/appointed officials. As the process continued,
changes to these roles and to other procedures within
the process were debated by an executive committee
ofparticipants^ and then communicated in writingto all
participants.
5. Use Dispute Resolution Techniques
The process ofreach ing consensus on a community's
future is, essentially, a multi-party negotiation process.
Ifthe goal is sustainability, disputes cannot be resolved
by agreeing to "give something to everyone". Agree-
ing to extend sewer service into several new areas, for
moderate development ofeach, may resolve a dispute
about which large area to serve. But if a sustainable
community is to result, property in some (or most) of
these areas may remain undeveloped in the near
future. As this issue shows, dispute resolution tech-
niques are even more important to a sustainable con-
sensus process since sustainability may require more
difficult trade-offs.
Resources for dispute resolution should be provided
to process participants, in the form of information,
training, and/orskilled personnel. Getting to Yes^and
Breaking the Impasse: Consensual Approaches to
Resolving Public Disputes^ are among the many
references that describe dispute resolution techniques
appropriate to a public process.
In Austin, one technique for resolving disputes
proved especially effective in resolving a dispute be-
tween the environmentalists and developers on the
task group charged with recommending land use policy.
When the appropriate development standards for hill-
side development could not be resolved in the 30-
membertask group, each ofthese interests appointed
individuals to represent their viewpoints on this particu-
lar issue. The two individuals met and, with the assis-
tance of a facilitator, negotiated a compromise that
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provided the opportunity for added development den-
sity in exchange for project design that protected
natural areas.
A second technique, particularly appropriate for
sustainable communities, allows resolution of issues
that involve uncertainty about future demands. San
Jose, California prepared its Horizon 2000 General
Plan in the early 1980s, at a time when employment
growth in the Silicon Valley area was magnifying San
Jose's function as a "bedroom community" for work-
ers employed in other cities. The Coyote Valley area
became the focus of pressure to plan new residential
development. The resolution ofthis dispute was a plan
that allowed some non-residential development in
Coyote Val ley, with residential development to follow
when certain "trigger" levels ofdevelopment demand
and jobs-housing balance were reached.
6. Make Participation Meaningful
The final process recommendation is one that may
seem obvious, but is essential to a sustainable commu-
nity — public participation must be meaningful. Many
residents are extremely cynical about government's
responsiveness and effectiveness. When a process of
consensus-building is initiated, these residents are
asked to contribute time and resources to develop
public policy. Ifthe elected officials do not follow the
recommendations that result from such a process, this
cynical view ofgovernment is strongly reinforced and
residents' willingness to participate in implementing
any public policy will decreasesignificantly. This was
the case in Austinwhen a new City Council did not take
action on the recommendations made hytheAustinplan
participants.
Decision-makers concerned about creating sustain-
able communities must be prepared to implement the
consensus-based recommendations from the process
they establish. Ifthe consensus focuses on a commu-
nity vision ora goals statement, the government should
be prepared to follow up with more detailed planning
and implementation programs to achieve these goals.
If recommendations establish policy on government
programs such as recycling, ordevelopment regulation
such as passive solar design, the government should be
prepared to allocate fiinds for the program in its
operatingbudget or modify the subdivision regulations
to carry out these policies.
A sustainable community is not created, or main-
tained, by local governments acting alone. Process
participants must also be partners in action to achieve
the agreed-upon goals. Participating interest groups
must be prepared to implement the sustainable consen-
sus results. Meaningful participation means that inter-
est groups take action as well. By working together,
the participants, both public and private, who shaped
the consensus can create the sustainable community
that consensus described.
The Issues
The issues addressed in a traditional comprehensive
planning process are closely related to the creation of
sustainable communities. In planning for sustainability,
some of these issues must be presented differently,
with different analysis of implications and opportuni-
ties for community action. The presentation of these
issuescan aid in buildingconsensus and should support
efforts to create sustainable public policy. Five issues
with particular significance to sustainable communities
are described below.
1 . Public & Private Investment
Capital investment decisions are important to
sustainability for several reasons. They involve the use
of land and the construction of buildings or other
facilities designed for long term use; consequently,
they are decisions that are largely irreversible, e.g.
once a grassland has been cleared and graded for
urban development, return to its natural state is very
unlikely. Capital investment decisions also include
private owners' choices about the location of a new
home or development of a shopping center as well as
public choices such as the extension ofsewage collec-
tion lines or renovation of a central library. These
investments often involve a large opportunity cost as
well. Investment ofa city's capital funds in a new fire
station means those funds cannot be spent to renovate
an old recreation center.
A traditional comprehensive planning process con-
siders questions ofmarketdemand and existing capac-
ity when addressing these investments. Planning for a
sustainable community must consider other aspects of
these investment decisions:
Reuse or renovation ofexisting buildings, facilities
and neighborhoods can be viewed as a way to
continue the effective use of resources committed
by past investments.
• When the long-term costs ofservice provision, daily
resource consumption, and environmental exter-
nalities are considered, development ofoutlying land
may be much more costly than its market price
suggests.
• The "life-cycle cost" of an investment must be
considered, not just the initial capital outlay. By
including the costs to operate or use the capital
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investment, cost comparisons reflect a more com-
plete picture of consumption. The sustainable in-
vestment options are more clearly identified.
By leaving some land undeveloped, natural areas
are retained that enhance current residents' quality
of life. These areas also retain development options
to meet the needs of future generations, for whom
current development patterns may not be prefer-
able.
2. Resource Management & Consumption
Local governmental operations and consumption by
residents and businesses also use resources. These
decisions are relatively reversible when compared to
the capital investments discussed above. They are not,
however, always addressed in community planning
processes. A common approach is to assume that
resource consumption will continue at current level of
usepercapita(oranotherconsumption unit). Planning
efforts then determine how large a supply of the
resource must be acquired to meet future needs.
These daily choices become more critical to a
sustainable planning process because continuation of
current consumption patterns can no longer be as-
sumed: there may not be enough of the resource and
the reserves that do exist may need to be maintained
for future generations. Instead, the sustainable plan-
ning process should consider the contribution ofcon-
sumption to community quality of life. It then should
determine whether there are other ways to achieve
these qualityoflife goals. Ifcommunity residents want
attractive, landscaped medians along major roadways,
the use ofnative landscaping or xeriscape may achieve
this goal more effectively than operational choices to
water, fertilize and mow more frequently.
In addressing consumption issues, participants in a
consensus-building process can contribute to the dis-
cussion of alternatives to the "standard" or "average"
consumption patterns. Rather than accepting the
average amount ofwater use per capita as the basis for
planning, participants can consider the range ofactual
consumption within a community. Process partici-
pants with lower use can propose practices that would
reduce consumption by the high volume users. In this
way, the average is reduced, fewer resources are
consumed, and quality of life objectives may still be
achieved.
3. Accessibility
In many communities, planning for access means
ensuring that roadways are built to handle projected
traffic. For a sustainable community, accessibility is a
much broader concept, implying access to information
and opportunities as well as physical (automobile)
access. Without this broader access, some residents
become disenfranchised and, overtime, polarization of
the community will make it a less desirable and less
sustainable community.
While the typical planning process focuses on the
"bricks and mortar" of roads and other infrastructure,
a sustainable planning effort must focus first on the
people in acommunity and on their ability to obtain the
information, skills, services, facilities, and other re-
sources that make the community accessible. Again,
the sustainable consensus process supports this objec-
tive because it includes people whose experience can
identify the barriers that exist now. The participation
of these individuals is vital if the community of the
future is to provide the equality of access and oppor-
tunity that are important to a sustainable community.
4. Community Character
A sustainable community reflects its surroundings
and its citizens. The climate, topography, and natural
resources of an area should affect the characteristics
ofacommunity that will be sustainable in its use of local
resources and need to import other resources. A
community that does not meet its citizens' needs for
quality oflife, security, identity, and livability will be less
sustainable overtime because its citizens (as residents
and investors) will choose to locate elsewhere. For a
typical comprehensive planning process, community
character may be a minor aspect of plan implementa-
tion, addressed by design review for certain projects.
A process for sustainable community planning must
give greater importance to this issue. Public involve-
ment, through a consensus-building process, is vital to
addressthisissueeffectively. Community participants
can identify the features that are most significant to
them in defining their community's character. Their
evaluation (as 'users' of the city) provides direction
that can shape community design to support continuing
vitality.
A critical dilemma faced by existing communities in
planning for sustainability is the pressure, regionally
and nationally, for outward growth and movement to
new communities. These trends work against the
continuing attractiveness of older cities and, hence,
their sustainability as vital communities. Community
character issues provide existing communities with the
ability to offer distinctive living environments that do
not exist in new communities. Existing communities,
whether small towns or neighborhoods in larger cities.
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enjoy a human scale, a connection with the past, and
sense of identity that is often lacking in new areas. By
buildingon these unique aspects ofexisting community
character, acommunity can offer attractive options for
future residents while retaining a scale that is support-
ive ofsustainable development objectives.
5. Quality of Life Links All Issues
For communities in the United States, a sustainable
future must include the concept ofcontinuingadesired
quality of life. Communities with a perceived decline
in quality of life experience disinvestment and out-
migration by residents and business owners who can
choose amongmany available locations in this country.
Since quality of life relates directly to an individual's
experience of a community, the choices made by
individuals, businesses, and governments that affect
the character of communities will in turn determine
whether these communities will be sustainable.
Quality of life is a concept that is affected by the
technical issues often addressed in long-range plan-
ning—the adequacy ofroadways, availability ofoppor-
tunities for housingdevelopment, effectiveness ofcity
emergency response services. Yet quality of life
considers these issues in an integrated way, as an
individual resident perceives the experience ofliving in
that community. This integrated approach to the issues
supports a consideration of sustainability, since these
concerns are linked to one another and, in some cases,
involvetrade-offs in investment decisions. By includ-
ing overall quality of life considerations in a planning
process, the substantive issues can be considered in a
way that supports sustainable choices.
Quality of life offers a means to use community
involvement effectively as well, since it changes the
focus ofdiscussion from one oftechnical standards to
one ofthe user's experience. This approach can serve
to make participation more effective and therefore,
increase community support for the result. At the
same time, a consensus-building process offers an
effective way to make the trade-offs that may be
necessary, while remaining consistent with the overal 1
goal ofa sustainable quality of life.
The Outcome
A planning process often results in a document—
a
set of statements. Consensus increases community
support for the concepts and recommendations found
in the plan; this "buy in" increases the chances for
successful implementation. What outcomes are most
critical for sustainability?
1 . Changes in Investment, Consumption, and Lifestyle
Choices
An effective process of sustainable consensus-
building should change community resource use.
Understanding ofthe long-term implications ofinvest-
ment decisions should help governments make more
sustainable choices in capital and operating budgets.
Efforts to make sustainable lifestyle options available
should allow individual residents, business owners, and
institutions to make choices that consume less while
maintaining orenhancing quality of life and community
character. As individuals choose lifestyle options like
in-town housing near transit stops, the larger commu-
nity and the private sector can see the benefits ofthese
options. Overtime, individual decisions should support
sustainable development patterns. Private and public
implementation will be more realistic if the policy is
adopted with a broad base of community support.
2. Stable Policy Direction
A decision-making process based on consensus
should result in stronger public support forthe resultant
policy direction. This, in turn, should allow the local
government to implement the policy with less risk of
community direction shiftingdramatically. A sustain-
able community is a long-term goal; its success will not
be apparent within an elected official's term ofoffice.
Unless the policy direction remains consistent, the
community will be unable to test its effectiveness. The
consensus process should result in policy that is more
sustainable because it is more stable.
3. Monitoring and Feedback
Monitoring ofprogress isessential forany long-term
program. In Jackson County, Missouri, the Master
Plan includes provisions for monitoring development
patterns and service demands annually; othercommu-
nities have established "quality of life indicators" that
allow the community to measure progress toward its
desired quality of life. The feedback from these moni-
toring efforts allows the community to determine
whether initial implementation has been effective in
increasing sustainability. Policies and programs can
then be modified as appropriate to accomplish these
objectives.
4. Flexible Response to Change
Some changes in community character and growth
dynamics cannot be anticipated. New technology,
global economics, and other factors may affect a
community's efforts to increase sustainability in ways
that are not anticipated when a plan is developed. For
this reason, a sustainable planning process should
include the ability to respond to these changes over
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time. In Jackson County, Missouri, for example, the
future development plan is illustrated by a 'develop-
ment diagram' showing the general characteristics of
planned development. The plan then describes the
character of development in each policy area. As
development proposals are made, the plan provides
direction yet allows flexibility in the specific details of
individual projects. Sustainable community objectives
related to service provision and community character
can be achieved while responding to changing condi-
tions.
5. Continuing Community Involvement
A sustainable consensus process should result in
agreement on policy direction—the substantive con-
sensus. In addition, it should strengthen the community's
capacity for involvement and coordinated action on a
varietyofissues. San Jose, California has successfully
built community participation in planning programs.
This involvement has allowed the City to work in
partnership with neighborhood groups, business orga-
nizations, and other interested parties to prepare fo-
cused area plans and programs addressing issues such
as infill housing, energy conservation, and resource
management. Some Austinplan participants have
continued to work together in negotiating agreements
for a Balcones Canyonlands Conservation Plan as a
means to balance development and environmental
protection issues. Success in carrying out plans for a
sustainable community requires continuing participa-
tion by al I community interest groups. This continuing
participation should be an outcome of a sustainable
consensus process.
7993. Washington, D.C.
^Even in acommunity like Austin, cinanging political and economic
conditions can change the capacity for planning. When the local
economy turned down in 1 986. City budget and staff resources
were constrained, affecting the ability to support the massive
process already underway.
Mackson County is the county in which Kansas City, Indepen-
dence, and seventeen other smaller cities and towns are located.
^The E.xecutive Committee included the Steering Committee Co-
chairs and the chairs of each of the fourteen subject area Task
Groups. Later in the process, a second committee was estab-
lished to resolve inconsistencies among Task Group recommen-
dations. This group, the Integration Committee, included repre-
sentatives chosen by the Task Groups themselves. It was
responsible for the final consensus plan recommended through
the Austinplan process.
'Fisher, Rogerand William Ury, 1981. GettingtoYes: Negotiating
Agreement Without Giving In. Penguin Books, New York.
'Susskind, Lawrence and Jeffrey Cruikshank. 1987. Breaking the
Impasse: ConsensualApproaches to Resolving Public Disputes.
Basic Books, New York.
Conclusion
Planning cannot resolve all the issues related to
sustainable resource use. Local community action
cannot guarantee global sustainability. But planning
and action to build consensus can improve local com-
munity sustainability. And ifsustainability, like politics,
is all ultimately local, the actions of each individual
community contribute to the long-term health of the
nation and the planet. Sustainable consensus, commu-
nity bycommunity, can help achieve this global goal, cp
Notes
' World Commission on Environment and Development, 1 987. Our
Common Future. Oxford: Oxford University Press. Page 33.
'
1 990 urban population U. S. Department ofCommerce, Bureau
of the Census, 1993. Statistical Abstract of the United Stales
1994 Weiss Competition Winner
Jason C. Cashman
As a submission to this juried event, I presented a painting which I consider to be non-titled, rather than
"untitled." This piece, rather than merely reflecting Urban Livability, is a manifestation of"Urban Live-Ability;"
it is a conglomeration ofaccidents, reflections, moods, and syntheses ofvisual images and auditory disturbances
along with secondary perceptions of tastes, touches, and smells, which are experienced and perceived in an
urban environment. As these forms breathe, move, act, sing, and dance through and in theirenvironments, they
break down the boundaries of Art and Life by means of extending experience rather than existing as mere
duplications ofLife.
Born in Lynn, Massachusetts, Jason Cashman graduated -with a Bachelor ofFine Arts degreefrom UNC-Chapel Hill in May of1 994.
Jasonplans to move to New York City to continue his creative work andpromote his artistic career. This painting wonfirstplace in the
second annual Weiss Competition on Urban Livability, which wasfunded through the Professors Charles and Shirley Weiss Urban
Livability Program.
Departmental News
Abstracts of Recent Masters Projects
The 1993 Illinois Housing Needs Survey: An
Analysis of Illinois' Housing Concerns and
Resources from the Perspective of Housing Pro-
viders by Mark McCann
The Illinois Housing Development Authority (IHDA)
commissioned the 1993 Illinois HousingNeeds Survey
to determine how IHDA can better serve the needs of
state residents. The survey was sent to over 700
community development corporations, public housing
authorities, municipal governments, non-profit client
serviceorganizations, and regional planningcommis-
sions. Two hundred responses from throughout the
state revealed the housing needs of the residents of
Illinois" diverse regions. Pressing concerns were evi-
dent in the City of Chicago, the Chicago suburbs,
downstate cities (Rockford, Springfield, Champaign,
Bloomington), and rural areas. The consensus about
housing needs within regions and the diversity ofneeds
from region to region were noteworthy. This paper
analyzes the results ofthe survey, incorporates census
results, and draws conclusions about how IHDA can
improve housing conditions in Illinois.
Sports Facility Development: The Urban
Planner's Perspective by Chris Steele
The 1 990's have witnessed a wave of sports facili-
ties construction unheard of since the first steel and
concrete, or "fireproof, baseball parks were con-
structed in the 1910s. The large majority ofthese new
facilities are publicly owned and operated, due largely
to team owners" implicit or explicit threats to move
Ifyou wuuldlike to obtain a copy ofany ofthe listedMasters
Projects, please contact Patricia Coke, DCRP Student
Services Manager, at (919) 962-3983. The cost ofthe copy
is $0.10 per page plus shipping and handling charges.
cherished sports franchises from their home towns. It
is these threats, real or otherwise, that give sports
teams great negotiating power and leverage when
facilities, lease arrangements, and revenue streams
are discussed. The result is that cities, or more accu-
rately politicians, are onlytoo happy to build facilities to
save their teams, and hence their city's "image."" The
same can be said of cities attempting to woo existing
franchises to relocate to their area.
Problems arise when towns realize, usually too late,
that many of these facilities have been poorly sited,
poorly designed, and lose money. Fiscal policy and
urban design analysis are familiar tools for the urban
planner. This paper explores the ways planners can be
included to improve the sports facility development
process.
An Evaluation of Transportation and Land Use
Measures to Protect Urban Air Quality by Andy
Bollman
This paper focuses on the use of transportation
control measures (TCMs) to reduce air pollution in the
U.S. TCMs have the ability to reduce mobile source
emissions by eliminating or reducing vehicle trips,
vehicle miles traveled, and/or congestion. TCMs are
policies and programs that attempt to either reduce the
demand for inefficient transportation alternatives (es-
pecially the single-occupant vehicle) or increase the
capacity and efficiency of the current transportation
network (e.g.. through traffic signal synchronization).
An overview of the implementation history ofTCMs
follows, including a description ofthe current legisla-
tive and political frameworks upon which planners
must build. For example, the 1990 Clean Air Act
Amendments and the Intermodal Surface Transporta-
tion Efficiency Act of 1 99 1 (ISTEA) create an entirely
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new planning environment for TCMs, which includes
mandates for TCMs in areas with the most severe air
quality problems and increased federal funding forthe
implementation ofTCM programs.
This background is followed by a detailed descrip-
tion and evaluation ofTCMs that are available to local,
regional, and state planners to mitigate the effects of
transportation activity on air quality'. The paper de-
scribes the evidence that has been developed on
TCMs based on implementation experience and mod-
eling studies. For each TCM, estimates are provided of
the potential level ofreductions in vehicle trips, vehicle
miles traveled, and mobile source hydrocarbon emis-
sions. Next is a description ofTCM design and imple-
mentation issues, including the proper structuring of
theTCM planning process, the interactive relationship
between individual TCMs, and estimates of cost-
effectiveness for each TCM. The paper concludes
with a projection ofthe outlook forTCMs over the next
two decades, and prescriptions for short-term and
long-term TCM programs for the Research Triangle
region. These prescriptions are based on the transpor-
tation and land use characteristics ofthe region and the
lessons learned from TCM implementation in other
areas of the country.
The Triangle Land Conservancy's Richland
Creek Corridor Preservation Project: Corridor
Management Plan by Dave Feinstein
This document is the first part ofa tw o-part planning
project of the Triangle Land Conservancy (TLC), a
local land trust operating in the Raleigh-Durham-
Chapel Hill, North Carolina region. In 1 993, TLC set
out to prepare a long-term preservation plan and
acquisition strategy for the land along Richland Creek
in rapidly-developing northwest Raleigh. Located be-
tween two large tracts of open space, Umstead State
Park and NC State University's Schenck Forest,
Richland Creek flows through one ofthe last substan-
tially undeveloped stream corridors in Raleigh. As a
result, the creek connects these two separate areas of
permanent open space into a single, highly-viable
habitat unit. The corridor along the creek encompasses
a mixture of private and public trust lands, and the
scenic beauty of the nearby natural areas have made
these properties highly valuable for residential devel-
opment. While some development ofthe area is likely,
much ofthe creek may be degraded or closed to public
access in the process.
To help ensure a sound future for the corridor, this
document has been created for the Triangle Land
Conservancy (TLC). It serves as an information data-
base and statement ofTLC s preferred plan of action
to guide the organization's effortj in preserving land in
the corridor. The plan describes the natural and historic
features ofthe corridor. It also provides tract-by-tract
management guidelines for preserving and enhancing
the corridor's ecosystem. Because all private land
within the corridor cannot be acquired for preservation
by TLC, the plan emphasizes the identification of the
best opportunities to maximize corridor conservation.
It also suggests the methods by which this may be
accomplished.
The information provided by the database and plan
is expected to form the basis for the second phase of
the project—an expansion of the planning process to
involve landowners, governing agencies, and other
stakeholders. Through this project, TLC hopes to
create a permanently viable open space corridor con-
necting Schenck Forest and Umstead Park.
Applying Neo-Traditional Principles to Large-
Area Planning: A Framework for Building a Com-
munity Development Plan and Guidance System
by Toby MiUinau
Many suburban communities are beginning to rec-
ognize that conventional approaches to planning and
development management are resulting in unsatisfac-
tory environments for their residents. Oft-cited ex-
amples of suburban ills include loss of community
character, lack ofcommunity identity , inadequate and
inaccessible parks, suburban sprawl, and poor access
to urban services.
The principles espoused by neo-traditional planning
advocates hold prom ise for correcting these problems.
Their emphasis on compact, pedestrian-friendly devel-
opment directly addresses many of the growth prob-
lems afflicting suburbia. To date, however, most neo-
traditional endeavors have been confined to individual
projects on isolated sites. While these developments
are well-intentioned in their goals to improve quality-
of-life. they are largely ineffective ifthe over-arching
land use policies, and the resulting adjacent develop-
ment are incompatible with the principles of neo-
traditional development.
The benefits ofneo-traditionalism can only be real-
ized through a comprehensive re-orientation of the
community's planning and development management
systems. This document is intended as a guide for
communities wishing to incorporate neo-traditional
principles in the land use, transportation, and urban
design components of their comprehensive plan. To
thisend, it is divided into three parts: l)Establishingthe
nexus between neo-traditional principles and suburban
development problems, 2) Discussing the conventional
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development management techniques available to
implement neo-traditional principles, and 3 ) Establish-
ing a framework through which neo-traditional plans
and guidance systems can be built.
A Coordinated Housing Development for Or-
ange County's Low Income Population: Prelimi-
nary Feasibility and Recommendations by Pete
Farquhar
Orange Community Housing Corporation (OCHC)
received a grant in 1 993 to coordinate the efforts ofall
organizations providing housing for Orange County's
low income population. The result has been an agree-
ment to develop several neighboring projects on one
fifteen acre site north of downtown Chapel Hill. The
site will include a shelter for homeless families, a
shelter for battered women, apartments for the low
income elderly, and apartments for low-income fami-
lies.
Despite potential conflicts between elderly resi-
dents and the younger low-income population, the
project is an excellent way to meet a variety ofOrange
County's housing needs. Locating the projects as
neighbors presents several opportunities for shared
services, including shuttle service, clinic space, and
permanent housing placement services. The site will
border the planned Southern Orange Services Center,
which will provide services needed by each group of
residents. Additionally, the coordinated development
effort wi 1 1 min im ize conflict over funding sources and
sites.
This paper first examines the planning and social
science literature that relates to each of the sub-
projects. Next, the potential shape ofeach sub-project
is described, based on interviews with each sponsoring
agency. An assessment of the need for each project is
also included, based on statistics provided by local
agencies and census data. The most striking portion of
this section describes the alarming growth in the
number of families with children using Chapel Hill's
Community House homeless shelter. Finally, the
capital and operating budgets for each project are
estimated, and potential funding sources are surveyed.
An Evaluation of Cluster Zoning in Practice
by Angela Gayle Shape Stiefbold
Cluster development is an alternative to traditional
subdivision, and is used to provide common recreation
areas, conserve environmentally sensitive areas, main-
tain open space, and preserve rural character and
farmland. Proponents have provided many site-spe-
cific examples ofthe benefits ofcluster development.
but there has been 1 ittle evaluation ofthe impact cluster
zoning has had on development patterns injurisdictions
where it has been adopted.
This study evaluates the use of rural cluster zoning
in Montgomery County, Maryland and residential clus-
ter zoning in Chapel Hill,North Carolina. Bothjurisdic-
tionsallowcluster as an optional method ofsubdivision.
However, in Montgomery County the intent is to
preserve agriculture and open space. Between 1981
and 1 99 1 , 85 percent ofthe subdivision applications in
Montgomery County's Patuxent Planning Area were
for cluster projects; in Chapel Hill, 30 percent of
preliminary subdivision applications in the last ten
years have been clustered. The contrast in the per-
centages is related to differences in the ordinances'
requirements regarding open space dedication and lot
dimension reductions and their resultant benefits and
costs to developers.
Evaluation ofcluster subdivisions in these twojuris-
dictions reveals that although significant amounts of
open space have been preserved, there are weak-
nesses in the details ofthe ordinances that are limiting
their successes. Very few agricultural uses remain on
the reserved areas of Montgomery County's rural
cluster subdivisions'; instead they have become large
lots for old farmhouse residences. The major weak-
ness of the Chapel Hill ordinance is that it does not
require a minimum amount ofopen space. This allows
developers to benefit from reduced setback require-
ments whi le dedicating primari ly steep slope and flood-
plain areas as open space.
An Analysis of Strategic Planning in North Caro-
lina Communities by Stacey Hodges
This research, sponsored by the North Carolina
Rural Economic Development Center, seeks to deter-
mine the shape that strategic planning has taken in
North Carolina counties. The purpose ofthe study is to
discoverthecommonalities,pointsofdiversity, results,
and lessons learned by planners. The following sources
ofinformation were analyzed: county and multi-county
region strategic plans; responses to questionnaires
sent to a sample of strategic planners; and telephone
interviews with strategic planners. Forty counties and
one region have completed the strategic planning
process; fifteen counties and four multi-county regions
are in the process of completing the process.
The plans and the processes from which they derive
vary widely from county to county. Some ofthe plans
are very achievable; some are visionary; some are
overly expansive. Some plans are organized and visu-
ally friendly or use powerful and earthy language;




Results varied as greatly as did the plans. Geo-
graphic region, size, and rural/urban character do not
account for the variances. Despite the diversity, many
planners shared common "lessons learned." The most
important element ofa successful plan was found to be
the inclusion ofbroad-based participation. Citizen par-
ticipation led to better decisions. Other important
considerations that affected the success of a given
plan included: the level offunding, careful implemen-
tation management, priority setting, and the selection
of manageable issues.
The research revealed many stumbling blocks to the
strategic planning process. However, strategic plan-
ning can prove to be an effective public planning tool
with exciting potential ifthe proper input, commitment,
and considerations are allowed.
Preservation and Development: A Development
Management Plan for Old Havana by Manuel T.
Ochoa, Jr.
The fall ofthe Soviet Union and the Eastern bloc has
created political and economic difficukies for Cuba
since 1 989. The loss ofsubsidies has resulted in severe
rationing, frequent blackouts, and continued deteriora-
tion of infrastructure. Meanwhile, American, foreign,
and Cuban-American businesses are closely monitor-
ing the situation and are considering strategies for
development and reinvestment on the island. Rapid
redevelopment could endanger the historic fabric and
character of Old Havana which is deemed of "out-
standing universal value" by the World Heritage Com-
mittee of UNESCO.
This paper describes the urban history and the
planning and preservation history ofOld Havana and
then proposes a development management system for
the area. The goal of the development management
system is to provide a comprehensive and consistent
framework that accommodates tourism and com-
merce, while maintaining the character of Old Ha-
vana. The development management system is based
on Havana' s planning traditions that balance preserva-
tion and development. The main features ofthe devel-
opment management system include:
• an institutional plan that coordinates various plan-
ning and government institutions and encourages
consistent and comprehensive planning;
• a new general plan and capital improvements plan to
guide planning, preservation, and development; and
• a proposed plan of action to implement the general
plan and capital improvements plan through regula-
tions, property acquisition, and a financial strategy.
The Transportation Effects of Neo-Traditional
Development by Michael Berman
Neo-traditional development emphasizes a return to
the grid patterns and walkable streets ofthe early part
of this century in an attempt to improve conditions in
the suburbs. Its proponents claim, among other things,
thatneo-traditionaidevelopmentwill lead to dramatic
reductions in driving. This paper argues that neo-
traditional development may reduce driving and in-
crease walking and transit use, but the benefits will
likely be more limited than some of its proponents
claim.
In today's environment, it is difficult, ifnot impos-
sible, to have meaningful access to the full range of
activities in suburban areas without an automobile.
Therefore, neo-traditional developments will reduce
driving significantly only ifthey provide similar levels of
access to activities. The greatest effects can be
expected for shopping trips in areas where there are
few available shopping centers and for other non-work
trips that can be accommodated on foot in a neo-
traditional development. This implies a planning strat-
egy that emphasizes neo-traditional developments in
fringe areas rather than in well-developed suburban
areas.
Application of GIS Techniques to Open Space
Suitability Modelling in the Western Gary Extra-
territorial Jurisdiction by Ed Wilson
This paper analyzes the use of GIS techniques in
open space planning. The study area is a mostly
undeveloped 1 ,500 acre tract in the Gary Extraterrito-
rial Jurisdiction (ETJ), just outside of present Town
limits. The tract occupies the entire area bounded by
five roads (NC Highway 55 and four rural roads) and
forms the upper portion of the Panther Creek water-
shed, which drains into Jordan Lake. The project
involved collecting digital and hard copy spatial data of
various factors for this tract, mostly landscape fea-
tures 1 ike topography, land cover, and hydrology. Using
Arc-Info GIS software, these data were processed
(manually digitized where required) and overlaid in
order to model the most suitable open space areas. The
landscape features and results ofthe suitability model-
ling were presented in a series ofcolor maps plotted on
aCalcomp electro-static plotter (approximately 40" by
30").
The possible planning applications ofsuch an infor-
mation base are discussed, but the emphasis is on the
process ofselecting, obtaining, and processingthe data
most helpful in such a study. The results are critiqued
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for their ievel of reliability and applicability in open
space planning.
Federal Urban Mass Transportation Funding
and the Case of New York City's Second Avenue
Subway by Matt Lawlor
New rail transit systems in the U.S. have been the
subject of much debate in the last twenty years. This
debate has centered on two aspects of these systems:
construction costs and ridership levels. By and large,
the new systems have cost far more than originally
planned and attracted far fewer riders than fore-
casted. Critics have argued that these recent failures
are cause enough to call into question the process by
which the federal government's discretionary capital
grants program is run. These programs have provided
a majority ofthe funding for the recently bui h systems.
Some have even suggested eliminating the grant pro-
grams.
This paper seeks to move the debate a step further,
and compare the relative capital cost and ridership
benefits of the new systems to the Second Avenue
Subway, a system extension project in New York City
which was aborted due to lack of capital funding.
Simply put, the paper points out that the failure ofthe
new systems to achieve their objectives, and the failure
of the Second Avenue to be built, are closely linked.
This provides further support for those who want to
see the federal government's urban mass transporta-
tion capital funding scheme significantly reformed, cp
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